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fan the Subaltern Speak? 


The original title of this paper was “Power, Desire, 
fnterest.”! Indeed, whatever power these meditations command may have 
been earned by a politically interested refusal to push to the limit the found- 
ing presuppositions of my desires, as far as they are within my grasp. This 
vulgar three-stroke formula, applied both to the most resolutely committed 
and to the most ironic discourse, keeps track of what Althusser so aptly 
named “philosophies of denegation.”? I have invoked my positionality in 
this awkward way so as to accentuate the fact that calling the place of the 
investigator into question remains a meaningless piety in many recent cri- 
tiques of the sovereign subject. Thus, although I will attempt to foreground 
the precariousness of my position throughout, I know such gestures can 
sever suffice. 

This paper will move, by a necessarily circuitous route, 
fom a critique of current Western efforts to problematize the subject to the 
question of how the third-world subject is represented within Western dis- 
course. Along the way, I will have occasion to suggest that a still more 
radical decentering of the subject is, in fact, implicit in both Marx and 
Derrida. And I will have recourse, perhaps surprisingly, to an argument that 
Western intellectual production is, in many ways, complicit with Western 
international economic interests. In the end, I will offer an alternative anal- 
ysis of the relations between the discourses of the West and the possibility 
of speaking of (or for) the subaltern woman. I will draw my specific examples 
from the case of India, discussing at length the extraordinarily paradoxical 
status of the British abolition of widow sacrifice. 


1 

Some of the most radical criticism coming out of the 
West today is the result of an interested desire to conserve the subject of 
the West, or the West as Subject. The theory of pluralized “subject-effects” 
gives an illusion of undermining subjective sovereignty while often provid- 
ing a cover for this subject of knowledge. Although the history of Europe 
as Subject is narrativized by the law, political economy, and ideology of the 
West, this concealed Subject pretends it has “no geo-political determina- 
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Marx continues in his description of the conspirateurs 
de profession as follows: “. .. They have no other aim 
but the immediate one of overthrowing the existing 
government, and they profoundly despise the more 
theoretical enlightenment of the workers as to their 
class interests. Thus their anger—not proletarian but 
plebian—at the habits noirs (black coats), the more or 
less educated people who represent [vertreten/ that side 
of the movement and of whom they can never become 
entirely independent, as they cannot of the official rep- 
resentatives [Reprdsentanten] of the party.” Baude- 
laire’s political insights do not go fundamentally be- 
yond the insights of these professional conspirators. . . . 
He could perhaps have made Flaubert’s statement, “Of 
all of politics I understand only one thing: the revolt,” 
his own.°® 


ot tions.” The much-publicized critique of the sovereign subject thus actually. 
inaugurates a Subject. I will argue for this conclusion by considering a text. 
by two great practitioners of the critique: “Intellectuals and Power: A Con- 
versation between Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze.’ ™ 
I have chosen this friendly exchange between two activist phi- 
losophers of history because it undoes the opposition between authoritative. 
theoretical production and the unguarded practice of conversation, enabling’ 
one to glimpse the track of ideology. The participants in this conversation: 
emphasize the most important contributions of French poststructuralist the. 
ory: first, that the networks of power/desire/interest are so heterogeneous 
that their reduction to a coherent narrative is counterproductive—a per 
sistent critique is needed; and second, that intellectuals must attempt to. 
disclose and know the discourse of society’s Other. Yet the two systemat- 
ically ignore the question of ideology and their own implication in intel 
lectual and economic history. : 
Although one of its chief presuppositions is the critique of the 
sovereign subject, the conversation between Foucault and Deleuze is framed 
by two monolithic and anonymous subjects-in-revolution: “A Maoist” (FD, 
205) and “the workers’ struggle” (FD, 217). Intellectuals, however, are named: 
and differentiated; moreover, a Chinese Maoism is nowhere operative. 
Maoism here simply creates an aura of narrative specificity, which would: 
be a harmless rhetorical banality were it not that the innocent appropriation 
of the proper name “Maoism” for the eccentric phenomenon of French 
intellectual ‘“Maoism” and subsequent “New Philosophy” symptomatically 
renders “Asia” transparent.‘ 
Deleuze’s reference to the workers’ struggle is equally proble- 
matic; it is obviously a genuflection: “We are unable to touch [power] in 
any point of its application without finding ourselves confronted by this 
diffuse mass, so that we are necessarily led ... to the desire to blow it up 
completely. Every partial revolutionary attack or defense is linked in thi 
way to the workers’ struggle” (FD, 217). The apparent banality signals: 
disavowal. The statement ignores the international division of labor, a gee 
ture that often marks poststructuralist political theory. The invocation of 
the workers’ struggle is baleful in its very innocence; it is incapable of dealing 
with global capitalism: the subject-production of worker and unemployed 
within nation-state ideologies in its Center; the increasing subtraction of the 
working class in the Periphery from the realization of surplus value and 
thus from “humanistic” training in consumerism; and the large-scale pret 
ence of paracapitalist labor as well as the heterogeneous structural status of 
agriculture in the Periphery. Ignoring the international division of labor, 
rendering “Asia” (and on occasion ‘“‘Africa”) transparent (unless the subject 
is ostensibly the “Third World”); reestablishing the legal subject of socialized 
capital—these are problems as common to much poststructuralist as to strue 
turalist theory. Why should such occlusions be sanctioned in precisely thos 
intellectuals who are our best prophets of heterogeneity and the Other? 
The link to the workers’ struggle is located in the desire to blow 
up power at any point of its application. This site is apparently based ona 
simple valorization of any desire destructive of any power. Walter Benjamis 
comments on Baudelaire’s comparable politics by way of quotations from 
Marx: 


The link to the workers’ struggle is located, simply, in desire. 
Elsewhere, Deleuze and Guattari have attempted an alternative definition 
af desire, revising the one offered by psychoanalysis: “Desire does not lack 
aything; it does not lack its object. It is, rather, the subject that is lacking 
indesire, or desire that lacks a fixed subject; there is no fixed subject except 
by repression. Desire and its object are a unity: it is the machine, as a 
machine of a machine. Desire is machine, the object of desire also a con- 
-gected machine, so that the product is lifted from the process of producing, 
and something detaches itself from producing to product and gives a leftover 
o the vagabond, nomad subject.” i 

This definition does not alter the specificity of the desiring subject 
for leftover subject-effect) that attaches to specific instances of desire or to 
-goduction of the desiring machine. Moreover, when the connection be- 
tween desire and the subject is taken as irrelevant or merely reversed, the 
-gbject-effect that surreptitiously emerges is much like the generalized ide- 

slogical subject of the theorist. This may be the legal subject of socialized 
-eapital, neither labor nor management, holding a “strong” passport, using 
~a“strong” or “hard” currency, with supposedly unquestioned access to due 
srocess, It is certainly not the desiring subject as Other. 

The failure of Deleuze and Guattari to consider the relations 
tetween desire, power, and subjectivity renders them incapable of articu- 
- sting a theory of interests. In this context, their indifference to ideology (a 
theory of which is necessary for an understanding of interests) 1s Striking 
tut consistent. Foucault’s commitment to “genealogical” speculation pre- 
- yents him from locating, in “great names” like Marx and Freud, watersheds 
i some continuous stream of intellectual history. This commitment has 
aeated an unfortunate resistance in Foucault’s work to “mere” ideological 
aitique. Western speculations on the ideological reproduction of social re- 
‘ations belong to that mainstream, and it is within this tradition that Al- 
thusser writes: “The reproduction of labour power requires not only a re- 
groduction of its skills, but also at the same time, a reproduction of its 
* wbmission to the ruling ideology for the workers, and a reproduction of 
" te ability to manipulate the ruling ideology correctly for the agents of 


exploitation and repression, so that they, too, wi i 

nation of nee ne class ‘in and by oe [par be eas amir 
hen oucault considers the pervasive hetero eneit 

a does not ignore the immense institutional het secon ae ee 
ere attempts to schematize. Similarly, in speaking of alliances and system 
of signs, the state and war-machines (mille plateaux), Deleuze and Guattat 
are opening up that very field. Foucault cannot, however, admit that 
developed theory of ideology recognizes its own material ’ production i 
institutionality, as well as in the “effective instruments for the formatio 
and accumulation of knowledge” (PK, 102). Because these philosophes: 
seem obliged to reject all arguments naming the concept of ideology as oni 
schematic rather than textual, they are equally obliged to produce a me 
chanically schematic opposition between interest and desire. Thus they aligs 
themselves with bourgeois sociologists who fill the place of ideology with 
continuistic “unconscious” or a parasubjective “culture.” The mechanicz! 
relation between desire and interest is clear in such sentences as: “We neve 
desire against our interests, because interest always follows and finds itself 
where desire has placed it” (FD, 215). An undifferentiated desire is the agen 
and power slips in to create the effects of desire: “power... produces positive 
effects at the level of desire—and also at the level of knowledge” (PK, 59} 
_ This parasubjective matrix, cross-hatched with heterogeneity 
ushers in the unnamed Subject, at least for those intellectual workers inf 
enced by the new hegemony of desire. The race for “the last instance” i 
a emilaas economics and power. Because desire is tacitly defined on at 
oe oe ox model, it is unitarily opposed to “being deceived.” Ideology a 
alse consciousness (being deceived) has been called into question by 
Althusser. Even Reich implied notions of collective will rather than a dé 
chotomy of deception and undeceived desire: “We must accept the screani 
of Reich: no, the masses were not deceived; at a particular moment, ther 


| In the name of desire, they reintroduce the undivi ject i i 
| ; vided subject into the 
ous of power. Foucault ofien seems to conflate “individual” and ore 
tet ;° and the impact on his own metaphors is perhaps intensified in hit 
ollowers. Because of the power of the word “power,” Foucault admits ts 
Ee "metaphor of the point which progressively irradiates its sur 
soe ae Such slips become the rule rather than the exception in leg 
pales sar a een Serene animating an effectively heliocentrie 
$e, e empty place of the agent with istori 
nacre g the historical sun of theory; 
Foucault articulates another corolla i 
ry of the disavowal of the role 
a nae in reproducing the social relations of production: an unques 
poe valorization of the oppressed as subject, the “object being,” as De 
oo ey remarks, “to establish conditions where the prisoners 
a ves would be able to speak.” Foucault adds that “the masses know 
iS eae siete: Suede: sae again the thematics of being undeceived—“they 
etter than [the intellectual] and they certai i r 
(ED, 206, 207), ] Yy certainly say it very well 
What happens to the critique of the s i ject i 
as t overeign subject in thee 
pronouncements? The limits of this representationalist realism are reached 
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vith Deleuze: “Reality is what actually happens in a factory, in a school, 
ia barracks, in a prison, in a police station” (FD, 212). This foreclosing of 
the necessity of the difficult task of counterhegemonic ideological production 
tas not been salutary. It has helped positivist empiricism—the justifying 
foundation of advanced capitalist neocolonialism—to define its own arena 
as “concrete experience,” “what actually happens.” Indeed, the concrete 
experience that is the guarantor of the political appeal of prisoners, soldiers, 
and schoolchildren is disclosed through the concrete experience of the in- 
tellectual, the one who diagnoses the episteme.'? Neither Deleuze nor Fou- 
cault seems aware that the intellectual within socialized capital, brandishing 
eoncrete experience, can help consolidate the international division of labor. 


The unrecognized contradiction within a position that valorizes 


the concrete experience of the oppressed, while being so uncritical about 
the historical role of the intellectual, is maintained by a verbal slippage. 
Thus Deleuze makes this remarkable pronouncement: “A theory is like a 
box of tools. Nothing to do with the signifier” (FD, 208). Considering that 
the verbalism of the theoretical world and its access to any world defined 
wainst it as “practical” is irreducible, such a declaration helps only the 
intellectual anxious to prove that intellectual labor is just like manual labor. 
his when signifiers are left to look after themselves that verbal slippages 
happen. The signifier “representation” is a case in point. In the same dis- 
missive tone that severs theory’s link to the signifier, Deleuze declares, 
“There is no more representation; there’s nothing but action” —“action of 
theory and action of practice which relate to each other as relays and form 


networks” (FD, 206-7). Yet an important point is being made here: the 


production of theory is also a practice; the opposition between abstract 
“ure” theory and concrete “applied” practice is too quick and easy.'3 


If this is, indeed, Deleuze’s argument, his articulation of it is 


problematic, Two senses of representation are being run together: represen- 


tation as “‘speaking for,” as in politics, and representation as “re-presen- 
tation,” as in art or philosophy. Since theory is also only “action,” the 
theoretician does not represent (speak for) the oppressed group. Indeed, the 
subject is not seen as a representative consciousness (one re-presenting real- 
ity adequately). These two senses of representation—within state formation 
and the law, on the one hand, and in subject-predication, on the other—are 
related but irreducibly discontinuous. To cover over the discontinuity with 
an analogy that is presented as a proof reflects again a paradoxical subject- 
privileging.’ Because “the person who speaks and acts... is always a mul- 
tiplicity,” no “theorizing intellectual ... [or] party or... union” can rep- 
resent “those who act and struggle” (FD, 206). Are those who act and struggle 


~ mute, as opposed to those who act and speak (FD, 206)? These immense | 


problems are buried in the differences between the “same” words: con- 
sciousness and conscience (both conscience in French), representation and 
re-presentation. The critique of ideological subject-constitution within state 
formations and systems of political economy can now be effaced, as can the 


~ active theoretical practice of the “transformation of consciousness.” The 


banality of leftist intellectuals’ lists of self-knowing, politically canny sub- 
alterns stands revealed; representing them, the intellectuals represent them- 
selves as transparent. 

If such a critique and such a project are not to be given up, the 
shifting distinctions between representation within the state and political 
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tbe represented. Their representative must sce ean ie 
; i restricted g x 

master, as an authority over them, as un lor rae e 
he other classes and sends them rain. 
sseceopacaeaiy j f the class interest, since 
iti the place of the cla : 
nm above. The political influence [in ee 
i i j ll peasant proprietors 
unified class subject] of the sma fore thereon’ 
Bete wast expression {the implication of a chain a anna es 
nungen—is strong here] in the executive sitet es utivge 
i n] subordinating society to itsel 
oo ccna does such a model of social sacha merece 
¥tween the source of “influence” (in this case uae small seecnentnen = 
ive” i the historical-po. - 
‘ ntative” (Louis Napoleon), and litica 
By Ceauiae Men cy a critique ses subject as eS am 
iti jectivity of a collective agency. y 
‘eta critique even of the subjectivi ective Cpe paiatienee 
i because “the identity of the 
@located machine of history moves Se 
i “fai ling of community, na S, 
roprietors “fails to produce a fee 
aeatitienl organization.” The event of representation as Vertretung (in 


economy, on the one hand, and within the theory of the Subject, on the 
other, must not be obliterated. Let us consider the play of vertreten (“rep 
resent” in the first sense) and darstellen (“re-present” in the second sense! 
in a famous passage in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, whet 
Marx touches on “class” as a descriptive and transformative concept iné 
manner somewhat more complex than Althusser’s distinction between class 
instinct and class position would allow. : 
Marx’s contention here is that the descriptive definition of a class: 
can be a differential one—its cutting off and difference from all other classee 
“in so far as millions of families live under economic conditions of existence 
that cut off their mode of life, their interest, and their formation from those 
of the other classes and place them in inimical confrontation [feindlick 
gagenuberstellen], they form a class.”!S There is no such thing as a “class 
instinct” at work here. In fact, the collectivity of familial existence, which 
might be considered the arena of “instinct,” is discontinuous with, though 
operated by, the differential isolation of classes. In this context, one far more 
pertinent to the France of the 1970s than it can be to the international 
periphery, the formation of a class is artificial and economic, and the eco- 
nomic agency or interest is impersonal because it is systematic and heter- 
ogeneous. This agency or interest is tied to the Hegelian critique of the 
individual subject, for it marks the subject’s empty place in that process 
without a subject which is history and political economy. Here the capitalist 
is defined as “the conscious bearer /Tréger] of the limitless movement of 
capital.”'® My point is that Marx is not working to create an undivided 
subject where desire and interest coincide. Class consciousness does not 
operate toward that goal. Both in the economic area (capitalist) and in the 
political (world-historical agent), Marx is obliged to construct models of 2 
divided and dislocated subject whose parts are not continuous or coherent 
with each other. A celebrated passage like the description of capital as the 
Faustian monster brings this home vividly.!7 
The following passage, continuing the quotation from The Eigh- 
teenth Brumaire, is also working on the structural principle of a dispersed 
and dislocated class subject: the (absent collective) consciousness of the ae 
small peasant proprietor class finds its “bearer” in a “representative” who = 
appears to work in another’s interest. The word “representative” here is not . 
“darstellen’’; this sharpens the contrast Foucault and Deleuze slide over, = 
the contrast, say, between a proxy and a portrait. There is, of course, a. % 


: A : : ity that 
relationship between them, one that has received political and ideological % siousness. Class consciousness remains with the SE ote tel ne 
exacerbation in the European tradition at least since the poet and the sophist, = telongs to national links and political henry Although not identified | 
the actor and the orator, have both been seen as harmful. In the guise ofa°.* ofcommunity whose structural model is the family. yo 
post-Marxist description of the scene of power, we thus encounter a much | 


. $s 
- with nature, the family here is constellated with what nae value” 
older debate: between representation or rhetoric as tropology and as per exchange,” which is, philosophically speaking, ap oer 7 socieue where ane 
suasion. Darstellen belongs to the first constellation, vertreten—with stronger. == *Natural exchange” is contrasted to intercourse He eae aR This 
suggestions of substitution—to the second. Again, they are related, but run- aord “intercourse” (Verkehr) is Marx’s usual nee ae 6 the production 
ning them together, especially in order to say that beyond both is where. “intercourse” thus holds the place of the exchange ea nage the fecling of 
oppressed subjects speak, act, and know for themselves, leads to an essen = af surplus value, and it is in the area of this pete Ee cae nee 
tialist, utopian politics. © community leading to class agency must be dive oe cnation of conscious- 

Here is Marx’s passage, using “vertreten” where the English use © there were such a thing) is not an ideological piace ts and their interest— 
“represent,” discussing a social “subject” whose consciousness and Vertre = ness on the ground level, a desiring identity of the ee ela eons: 
tung (as much a substitution as a representation) are dislocated and ince “© the identity whose absence troubles Foucault an eeniilion) of some- 
herent: The small peasant proprietors “cannot represent themselves; they * story replacement as well as an appropr iation (a supp 
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> of life.” Marx’s (ainces eee of existence. According to Marx, under capitalism, value, as produced in nec- 
ue Of individual and elisces: Ow a cautious : and surplus labor, is computed as the representation/sign of objec- 
Ousness and of the transform, oe age abor (which is rigorously distinguished from human activity). Con- 
tions of “libidinal i‘ ation of conscious: {aly, in the absence of a theory of exploitation as the extraction 
i nal economy” and desire as the det Ontemporary invoc: <faiuction), appropriation, and realization of (surplus) value as represen- 
ics of the oppressed ermining interest, cams fui of labor power, capitalist exploitation must be seen as a variety of 
Sings socialized capita? ..saination (the mechanics of power as such). “The thrust of Marxism,” 
S most to question it of the sovereign subject e suggests, “was to determine the problem [that power is more diffuse 
: «the structure of exploitation and state formation] essentially in terms 
aterests (power is held by a ruling class defined by its interests)” (FD, 


One cannot object to this minimalist summary of Marx’s project, 

as one cannot ignore that, in parts of the Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and 
ari build their case on a brilliant if “poetic” grasp of Marx’s theory of 
women” in the list of jos money form. Yet we might consolidate our critique in the following 
isin tees of the oppressed whow y. the relationship between global capitalism (exploitation in economics) 
peax for themselves against az nation-state alliances (domination in geopolitics) is so macrological that 

In the context of the develo ~ i annot account for the micrological texture of power. To move toward 
s,” Marx rs eae a strategi ifici ach an accounting one must move toward theories of ideology—of subject 

oncept of represent PONG ‘Smnations that micrologically and often erratically operate the interests that 
i ntation as Vertretung: The sma + “etal the macrologies. Such theories cannot afford to overlook the cate- 
i sry of representation in its two senses. They must note how the staging of 
‘world in representation—its scene of writing, its Darstellung—dissimu- 
“ges the choice of and need for “heroes,” paternal proxies, agents of power— 


ly proper name “historical” = /retung. 
at radical practice should attend to this double 


ench pe eben My view is th nd to 
Peasants’ belief that a miracle would ¢ S80 of representations rather than reintroduce the individual subject 


rough totalizing concepts of power and desire. It is also my view that, in 
‘ieping the area of class practice on a second level of abstraction, Marx 
asin effect keeping open the (Kantian and) Hegelian critique of the in- 
, vidual subject as agent.” This view does not oblige me to ignore that, by 
: mplicitly defining the family and the mother tongue as the ground level 
 shere culture and convention seem nature’s own way of organizing “her” 
swn subversion, Marx himself rehearses an ancient subterfuge.” In the con- 
- ext of poststructuralist claims to critical practice, this seems more recu- 
- grable than the clandestine restoration of subjective essentialism. 
&s The reduction of Marx to a benevolent but dated figure most 
US, -& sfen serves the interest of launching a new theory of interpretation. In the 
 foucault-Deleuze conversation, the issue seems to be that there is no rep- 
sentation, no signifier (Is it to be presumed that the signifier has already 
heen dispatched? There is, then, no sign-structure operating experience, and 
thus might one lay semiotics to rest?); theory is a relay of practice (thus 
ying problems of theoretical practice to rest) and the oppressed can know 
and speak for themselves. This reintroduces the constitutive subject on at 
ast two levels: the Subject of desire and power as an irreducible meth- 
odological presupposition; and the self-proximate, if not self-identical, sub- 
ject of the oppressed. Further, the intellectuals, who are neither of these S/ 
subjects, become transparent in the relay race, for they merely report on 
the nonrepresented subject and analyze (without analyzing) the workings of 
(the unnamed Subject irreducibly presupposed by) power and desire. The 
produced “transparency” marks the place of “interest”; it is maintained by 
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ehem nt denegation No Ww thi J . : orecarious Si I byec ym. y . 


might be to read and write i 

might to” so that the im i i 

individualistic refusals of the institutional ren roa of such interesag, ¥Foucault locates epistemic violence, a complete overhaul of tHe epis 

ier dbiene ein xem) eee eges of power bestowed se in the redefinition of sanity at the end of the European eighteenth 
€ sign-system blocks the wz 28 But what if that particular redefinition was only a part of the 


to a developed theory of id 
i eology. Here, too, th i . 
ef ae To Jacques-Alain Miller’s suggestion Hasennns tone of denegatios tive of history in Europe as well as in the colonies? What if the two 
f cursive,” Foucault responds, “Yes, if you like, but it d eae iain is ite emits of epistemic overhaul worked as dislocated and unacknowledged 
2 my notion of the apparatus to be able to say th oesn’t much matte’ “4-295 of a vast two-handed engine? Perhaps it is no more than to ask that 
Genk -.- given that my problem isn’t a fincas re nae bag tea ani "¥s subtext of the palimpsestic narrative of imperialism be recognized as 
. onllation of language and discourse from ihe mast (PK, 198). Way gbjugated knowledge,” “a whole set of knowledges that have been dis- 
aaa Edward W. Said aye of discourse ans. galified as inadequate to their task or insufficiently elaborated: naive 
24 ai Af eue ‘ i . . 
and mystifying cateeo ey tiae f Power in Foucault as a captivatig @aupiton or sientinony” (PK, 82). sige acasaie 
we role of economics, the role of insurgency ae eels, role oF Classes, =f This is not to describe “the way things really were” or to privilege 
ere.™ I add to Said’s analysis the notion of the pai Eats pertiner! 4 & narrative of history as imperialism as the best version of history.?? It 
enough, Paul Bové : Dutious subject of rather, to offer an account of how an explanation and narrative of reality 
tell i ove faults Said for emphasizing the im : ‘as established as the normative one. To elaborate on this, let us consider 
ectual, whereas “Foucault’s project essentially j Portance of the ity ‘gefly the underpinnings of the British codification of Hindu Law. 
role of both hegemonic and oppositional! ate the Sie coal lenge to the leading : First. . few sieclaimiert In the United States the third-worldism 
that this “challenge” is deceptive precisely aia elie ie aarently afloat in humanistic disciplines is often openly ethnic. I was born 
Thi d ; 2 India and received my primary, secondary, and university education 
dunceition. pe acre curiously sewn together into a transparency by Sere, including two years of graduate work. My Indian example could thus 
ee ane a € exploiters’ side of the international divine iM; % seen as a nostalgic investigation of the lost roots of my own identity. 
s empor, : . . Bi 2 66 . . 
re eg nborary French intellectuals to imagine hag Tt? A | En oe ceric projet i o point ovt the posivist 
is caught within t : alist variety of such nostalgia. I turn to Indian material because, in the 
ae he debate of the production of that Other. su nica | geence of advanced disciplinary training, that accident of birth and edu- 
eal ee ee ation has provided me with a sense of the historical canvas, a hold on 
‘ome of the pertinent languages that are useful tools for a bricoleur, especially 
© shen armed with the Marxist skepticism of concrete experience as the final 
 @ ubiter and a critique of disciplinary formations. Yet the Indian case cannot 
ysis might seem, th ; 4 taken as representative of all countries, nations, cultures, and the like 
eem, the French intellectuals forget at their peril that this entire |. Sat may be invoked as the Other of Europe as Self. 
uation requiring that ; t i ‘ é. Here, then, is a schematic summary of the epistemic violence of 
be ruthlessly an ic pear e ha (desires), and power (of knowledge} {he codification of Hindu Law. Ifit clarifies the notion of epistemic violence, 
covery that should make us pr abenery oon now as a radical dis- : my final discussion of widow-sacrifice may gain added significance. 
bh nomic (conditions of existnet fy ssaine se someay sate operated in tors offour txts that “staged” 
chinery may well be to i : i 7 ed as a unl y , operated i 
to help in eames ae the work of that dislocation and unwittingly 2 ifour-part episteme defined by the subject’s use of memory: sruti (the heard), 
; ance of hegemonic relations.” { shall retum s ae is cuenta CA erates avrg ace CR 
4 ihe performed-in-exchange). The origins of what had been heard and wha 
© was remembered were not necessarily continuous or identical. Every in- 
_ vocation of sruti technically recited (or reopened) the event of originary 
| “hearing” or revelation. The second two texts—the learned and the per- 
‘rmed—were seen as dialectically continuous. Legal theorists and practi- 
- toners were not in any given case certain if this structure described the 
~ body of law or four ways of settling a dispute. The legitimation of the 
~ solymorphous structure of legal performance, “internally” noncoherent and 
open at both ends, through a binary vision, is the narrative of codification 
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remotely sheteed oe ee of such epistemic violence is the © 
; 8 eterogeneous project to constitute the = [offer as an example of epistemic violence. 
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‘silent programming function. Without considering the map of ¢xp 
ation, ota grid of “oppression” would they place this motley crew? 
Let us now move to consider the margins (one can just as well 
ay the silent, silenced center) of the circuit marked out by this epistemic 
olence, men and women among, the illiterate peasantry, the tribals, the 


The narrative of the stabilization and codification of Hindu law. 
is less well known than the story of Indian education, so it might be w 
to start there.2° Consider the often-quoted programmatic lines from Me 
caulay’s infamous “Minute on Indian Education” (1835): “We must at pres. 3 
ent do our best to form a class who may be interpreters between us and the: 
millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and colout,: 
but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect. To that class: 
we may leave it to refine the vernacular dialects of the country, to enrich 
those dialects with terms of science borrowed from the Western nomencé 
ture, and to render them by degrees fit vehicles for conveying knowledge. 
to the great mass of the population.”?! The education of colonial subjects. 
complements their production in law. One effect of establishing a version 
of the British system was the development of an uneasy separation betwees 
disciplinary formation in Sanskrit studies and the native, now alternative, 
tradition of Sanskrit “high culture.” Within the former, the cultural expla 
nations generated by authoritative scholars matched the epistemic violence 
of the legal project. 
I locate here the founding of the Asiatic Society of Bengal iz 
1784, the Indian Institute at Oxford in 1883, and the analytic and taxonomit 
work of scholars like Arthur Macdonnell and Arthur Berriedale Keith, whe 
were both colonial administrators and organizers of the matter of Sanskrit 
From their confident utilitarian-hegemonic plans for students and scholars 
of Sanskrit, it is impossible to guess at either the aggressive repression a 
Sanskrit in the general educational framework or the increasing “feudal 
zation” of the performative use of Sanskrit in the everyday life of Brab- 
manic-hegemonic India. A version of history was gradually established iz 
which the Brahmans were shown to have the same intentions as (thus pre 
viding the legitimation for) the codifying British: “In order to present 
Hindu society intact [the] successors [of the original Brahmans] had to 
reduce everything to writing and make them more and more rigid. And that 
is what has preserved Hindu society in spite of a succession of politica 
upheavals and foreign invasions.” This is the 1925 verdict of Mahama- 
hopadhyaya Haraprasad Shastri, learned Indian Sanskritist, a brilliant rep 
resentative of the indigenous elite within colonial production, who wa 
asked to write several chapters of a “History of Bengal” projected by the 
private secretary to the governor general of Bengal in 1916.** To signal the. 
asymmetry in the relationship between authority and explanation (depené © 
ing on the race-class of the authority), compare this 1928 remark by Edward » 7 ; %9 
Thompson, English intellectual: “Hinduism was what it seemed to be... & ‘onial occupation. This is indeed the problem of “the permission to narrate 
It was a higher civilization that won [against it], both with Akbar and the 2 discussed by Said.*® As Ranajit Guha argues, 
English.”>5 And add this, from a letter by an English soldier-scholar in th 
1890s: “The study of Sanskrit, ‘the language of the gods’ has afforded me : 
intense enjoyment during the last 25 years of my life in India, but it hes = 
not, I am thankful to say, led me, as it has some, to give up a hearty belief 
in our own grand religion.”*° 
These authorities are the very best of the sources for the nonspe 
cialist French intellectual’s entry into the civilization of the Other.” I am, 
however, not referring to intellectuals and scholars of postcolonial produc 
tion, like Shastri, when I say that the Other as Subject is inaccessible to 
Foucault and Deleuze. I am thinking of the general nonspecialist, nonac © 
demic population across the class spectrum, for whom the episteme operates - 


fin the First World, under the standardization and regimentation of so- 
alized capital, though they do not seem to recognize this) the oppressed, 


Antonio Gramsci’s work on the “subaltern classes” extends the 
dass-position/class-consciousness argument isolated in The Eighteenth Bru- 
- maire. Perhaps because Gramsci criticizes the vanguardistic position of the 
© tninist intellectual, he is concerned with the intellectual’s role in the sub- 
. gtern’s cultural and political movement into the hegemony. This movement 
= must be made to determine the production of history as narrative (of truth). 
lntexts such as “The Southern Question,” Gramsci considers the movement 
- ofhistorical-political economy in. Italy within what can be seen as an allegory 
ofreading taken from or prefiguring an international division of labor.*® Yet 
maccount of the phased development of the subaltern is thrown out of 
joint when his cultural macrology is operated, however remotely, by the 
epistemic interference with legal and disciplinary definitions accompanying 
the imperialist project. When I move, at the end of this essay, to the question 
ofwoman as subaltern, I will suggest that the possibility of collectivity itself 
is persistently foreclosed through the manipulation of female agency. 

The first part of my proposition—that the phased development 
of the subaltern is complicated by the imperialist project—is confronted by 
acollective of intellectuals who may be called the “Subaltern Studies group.” 
They must ask, Can the subaltern speak? Here we are within Foucault s 
own discipline of history and with people who acknowledge his influence. 
Their project is to rethink Indian colonial historiography from the per- 


spective of the discontinuous chain of peasant insurgencies during the co- 


ae 


The historiography of Indian nationalism has for a 
long time been dominated by elitism—colonialist eli- 
tism and bourgeois-nationalist elitism . . . shar[ing] the 
prejudice that the making of the Indian nation and 
the development of the consciousness—nationalism— 
which confirmed this process were exclusively or pre- 
dominantly elite achievements. In the colonialist and 
neo-colonialist historiographies these achievements are 
credited to British colonial rulers, administrators, pol- 


icies, institutions, and culture; in the nationalist and 
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gist and taxonomic. Yet a curious methodological imperative is at work. 

dave argued that, in the Foucault-Deleuze conversation, a postrepresen- 

sonalist vocabulary hides an essentialist agenda. In subaltern studies, be- 

‘ase of the violence of imperialist epistemic, social, and disciplinary in- 

iption, a project understood in essentialist terms must traffic in a radical 
sual practice of differences. The object of the group’s investigation, in 
case not even of the people as such but of the floating buffer zone of 
regional elite-subaltern, is a deviation from an ideal—the people or sub- 
dem-—which is itself defined as a difference from the elite. It is toward this 
sucture that the research is oriented, a predicament rather different from 
self-diagnosed transparency of the first-world radical intellectual. What 
onomy can fix such a space? Whether or not they themselves perceive 
é-in fact Guha sees his definition of “the people” within the master-slave 
Sslectic—their text articulates the difficult task of rewriting its own con- 
dons of impossibility as the conditions of its possibility. 

“At the regional and local levels [the dominant indigenous groups] 
..if belonging to social strata hierarchically inferior to those of the dom- 
“ant all-Indian groups acted in the interests of the latter and not in con- 
smity to interests corresponding truly to their own social being.” When 
dese writers speak, in their essentializing language, of a gap between interest 
: wdaction in the intermediate group, their conclusions are closer to Marx 
> ‘San to the self-conscious naivete of Deleuze’s pronouncement on the issue. 
Guha, like Marx, speaks of interest in terms of the social rather than the 
- Bidinal being. The Name-of-the-Father imagery in The Eighteenth Bru- 
' maire can help to emphasize that, on the level of class or group action, 
wue correspondence to own being” is as artificial or social as the patro- 
| Bymic, 


neo-nationalist writings—to Indian elite personalities 
institutions, activities and ideas.*! 


Certain varieties of the Indian elite are at best native informants for firs 
— intellectuals interested in the voice of the Other. But one must never 
ese insist that the colonized subaltern subject is irretrievably heteroge- 
_ Against the indigenous elite we ma 
politics of the people,” both outside (“this was ee eee 
i neither originated from elite politics nor did its existence depend on the 
atter”) and inside (“it continued to operate vigorously in spite of [cole 
nialism], adjusting itself to the conditions prevailing under the Raj and is 
many respects developing entirely new strains in both form and content 
the circuit of colonial production. I cannot entirely endorse this insistence 
on determinate vigor and full autonomy, for practical historiographic ext« 
gencies will not allow such endorsements to privilege subaltern conscious 
ness. Against the possible charge that his approach is essentialist, Guhs 
constructs a definition of the people (the place of that essence) that can be 
only an identity-in-differential. He proposes a dynamic stratification grid 
describing colonial social production at large. Even the third group on the 
list, the buffer group, as it were, between the people and the great macro 


structural dominant groups, is itself d i 
( : efined as a place - 
what Derrida has described as an “antre’: 3 : Sage rare 


elite 1, Dominant foreign groups. 
. Sena indigenous groups on the all-India level. 
- Dominant indigenous groups at t i 

local levels. ac peerage 
4. The terms “people” and “subaltern classes” have 
been used as synonymous throughout this note. The 
social groups and elements inclded in this category 
represent the demographic difference between the total 
Indian population and all those whom we have de- 
scribed as the “‘elite.” 


: So much for the intermediate group marked in item 3. For the 
“tue” subaltern group, whose identity is its difference, there is no unre- 
- grsentable subaltern subject that can know and speak itself; the intellec- 
“al’s solution is not to abstain from representation. The problem is that 
the subject’s itinerary has not been traced so as to offer an object of seduction 
- ‘othe representing intellectual. In the slightly dated language of the Indian 
- goup, the question becomes, How can we touch the consciousness of the 
:  & jeople, even as we investigate their politics? With what voice-consciousness 

_ Consider the third item on this list—the antre of situational in zan the subaltern speak? Their project, after all, is to rewrite the development 
determinacy these careful historians presuppose as they grapple with th | of the consciousness of the Indian nation. The planned discontinuity of 
question, Can the subaltern speak? “Taken as a whole and i Saha © "= imperialism rigorously distinguishes this project, however old-fashioned its 
this ... category ... was heterogeneous in its composition and as “a | atticulation, from “rendering visible the medical and juridical mechanisms 
the uneven character of regional economic and social devel anxs 10 > shat surrounded the story [of Pierre Riviere].” Foucault is correct in sug- 
from area to area. The same class or element which ve darian be -® gesting that “to make visible the unseen can also mean a change of level, 
area ... could be among the dominated in another. This a a aa addressing oneself to a layer of material which had hitherto had no perti- 
create many ambiguities and contradictions in attit d ule and did.» _ sence for history and which had not been recognized as having any moral, 
pecially among the lowest strata of the rural attitudes and alliances, e+ | sathetic or historical value.” It is the slippage from rendering visible the 
rich peasants and upper middle class Reetaaie whe es ae landlords, : mechanism to rendering vocal the individual, both avoiding “any kind of 
speaking, to the category of people or subaltern clas eel elonged, ideally analysis of [the subject] whether psychological, psychoanalytical or linguis- 


“The t * nro classes."“" tie,” that is consistently troublesome (PK, 49-50). 
and measure the see ese Sey Hee Fs to investigate, identify The caigue BY Ajit K. Chaudhury, a West Bengali Marxist, of 
[constituting item 3] from the ideal a eta it Kena bas e} elements Guha’s search for the subaltern consciousness can be seen as a moment of 
identify, and measure the specific”: a proer : orically.” “Investigate, {the production process that includes the subaltern. Chaudhury’s perception 
: a program could hardly be more essen- ~ that the Marxist view of the transformation of consciousness involves the 


est 
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“nating, identifying, and measuring . .. the deviation” from an ideal that 1s 

i ifferential. ; 
oe, we come to the concomitant question of the consciousness 
athe subaltern, the notion of what the work cannot say becomes important. 
‘athe semioses of the social text, elaborations of insurgency stand in the 
zace of “the utterance.” The sender—‘“the peasant” —is marked only as : 
winter to an irretrievable consciousness. As for the receiver, we must as 
ho is “the real receiver” of an “insurgency?” The historian, ee 
Snsurgency” into “text for knowledge,” is only one “receiver of cay ce : 
wtively intended social act. With no possibility of nostalgia for eae los 
gigin, the historian must suspend (as far as possible) the clamor of his or 
Ser own consciousness (or consciousness-effect, as operated by disciplinary 
mining), so that the elaboration of the insurgency, packaged with an in- 
‘ugent-consciousness, does not freeze into an object of investigation, eo 
‘worse yet, a model for imitation. “The subject implied by the texts 0 
‘Sourgency can only serve as a counterpossibility for the narrative niciead 
gated to the colonial subject in the dominant groups. The postcoloni 
tellectuals learn that their privilege is their loss. In this they are a paradigm 
ae aie seat known that the notion of the feminine (rather than the 
sbaltern of imperialism) has been used ina similar way within deconstruc- 
ave criticism and within certain varieties of feminist criticism. In the 
demer case, a figure of “woman” is at issue, one whose minimal predication 
ssindeterminate is already available to the phallocentric tradition. Subaltern 
tstoriography raises questions of method that would prevent it from using 
ch a ruse. For the “figure” of woman, the relationship between woman 
“4nd silence can be plotted by women themselves; race and class differences 
- xe subsumed under that charge. Subaltern historiography must confront 
he impossibility of such gestures. The narrow epistemic violence of on 
' gerialism gives us an imperfect allegory of the general violence that 1s the 
- sossibili n episteme.” 
aaa ak he effaced itinerary of the subaltern subject, the track of 
- gual difference is doubly effaced. The question is not of female partici- 
 jation in insurgency, or the ground rules of the sexual division of labor, 
‘or both of which there is “evidence.” It is, rather, that, both as object of 
 glonialist historiography and as subject of insurgency, the ideological aoe 
sruction of gender keeps the male dominant. If, in the context of colonia 


q knowledge of social relations seems to me, in principle, astute. Yet the 
heritage of the positivist ideology that has appropriated orthodox Marxistt 

obliges him to add this rider: “This is not to belittle the importance of. 
understanding peasants’ consciousness or workers’ consciousness in its puré: 
form. This enriches our knowledge of the peasant and the worker and 
possibly, throws light on how a particular mode takes on different forms is 
different regions, which is considered a problem of second-order importanat 
in classical Marxism.”* 8 
This variety of “internationalist” Marxism, which believes in 

pure, retrievable form of consciousness only to dismiss it, thus closing of. 
what in Marx remain moments of productive bafflement, can at once bt 
the object of Foucault’s and Deleuze’s rejection of Marxism and the soure 
of the critical motivation of the Subaltern Studies group. All three are united 
in the assumption that there is a pure form of consciousness. On the Frenck 
scene, there is a shuffling of signifiers: “the unconscious” or “the subject 
in-oppression” clandestinely fills the space of “the pure form of conscious 
ness.” In orthodox “internationalist” intellectual Marxism, whether in the 
First World or the Third, the pure form of consciousness remains an ideal 
istic bedrock which, dismissed as a second-order problem, often earns it the 
reputation of racism and sexism. In the Subaltern Studies group it needs 
development according to the unacknowledged terms of its own articulation, 
For such an articulation, a developed theory of ideology can again 

be most useful. In a critique such as Chaudhury’s, the association of “‘con- 
sciousness” with “knowledge” omits the crucial middle term of “ideologicai 
production”: ““Consciousness, according to Lenin, is associated with 
knowledge of the interrelationships between different classes and groups: 
i.e., a knowledge of the materials that constitute society. ... These defini- . 
tions acquire a meaning only within the problematic within a definite know- 
edge object—to understand change in history, or specifically, change from 


one mode to another, keeping the question of the specificity of a particular 
mode out of the focus.” 


Pierre Macherey provides the following formula for the inter 
pretation of ideology: “What is important in a work is what it does not say.” 
This is not the same as the careless notation ‘what it refuses to say,’ although 
that would in itself be interesting: a method might be built on it, with the 
task of measuring silences, whether acknowledged or unacknowledged. Bat . 
rather this, what the work cannot say is important, because there the ela» seoduction, the subaltern has no history and cannot speak, the subaltern as 
oration of the utterance is carried out, in a sort of journey to silence.” 2 Smale is even more deeply in shadow. 

Macherey’s ideas can be developed in directions he would be unlikely ts. 4 
follow. Even as he writes, ostensibly, of the literariness of the literature of | 
European provenance, he articulates a method applicable to the social text: 
of imperialism, somewhat against the grain of his own argument. Althougs 
the notion “what it refuses to say” might be careless for a literary work, 
something like a collective ideological refusal can be diagnosed for the coe 
ifying legal practice of imperialism. This would open the field for a politica 
economic and multidisciplinary ideological reinscription of the terrain. Be 
cause this is a “worlding of the world” on a second level of abstraction, 
concept of refusal becomes plausible here. The archival, historiographic, 
disciplinary-critical, and, inevitably, interventionist work involved here 3 
indeed a task of “measuring silences.” This can be a description of “inves 


The contemporary international division of labor is a displace- 
ment of the divided field of nineteenth-century territorial imperialism. ee 
amply, a group of countries, generally first-world, are in the ee 
mvesting capital; another group, generally third-world, provide the field for 
iavestment, both through the comprador indigenous capitalists and through 
teir ill-protected and shifting labor force. In the interest of maintaining a 

dreulation and growth of industrial capital (and of the concomitant task o 
© administration within ninteenth-century territorial imperialism), transpor- 
tation, law, and standardized education systems were developed—even as 
‘eal industries were destroyed, land distribution was rearranged, and raw 
material was transferred to the colonizing country. With so-called decolo- 
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Sertreten) them but to learn to represen a sates come ae 
: at a 

ment would take us into a critique of a disciplinary an set 
eonship between elementary, pedaeogy a0 Cis eels who choose 
; uestion the implicit demana, mé 
see articulate” subject of oppression, that such a subject come 
through history as a foreshortened mode-of-production narrative. 


nization, the growth of multinational capital, and the relief of the admi 

istrative charge, “development” does not now involve wholesale legislati 

and establishing educational systems in a comparable way. This impedes 

the growth of consumerism in the comprador countries. With modern te 
communications and the emergence of advanced capitalist economies 
the two edges of Asia, maintaining the international division of labor serves: 
to keep the supply of cheap labor in the comprador countries. 
Human labor is not, of course, intrinsically “cheap” or “expen- 

sive.” An absence of labor laws (or a discriminatory enforcement of them 
a totalitarian state (often entailed by development and modernization i 
the periphery), and minimal subsistence requirements on the part of the 
worker will ensure it. To keep this crucial item intact, the urban proletariat: 
in comprador countries must not be systematically trained in the ideology. 


j he epistemic violence 
hat Deleuze and Foucault ignore both t 
af aie and the international division of labor would matter less if 


they did not, in closing, touch on 


gbaltern. In this context, references to the maintenance of the surplus army 


of consumerism (parading as the philosophy of a classless society) that,” 
against all odds, prepares the ground for resistance through the coalition: 
politics Foucault mentions (FD, 216). This separation from the ideology of: 
consumerism is increasingly exacerbated by the proliferating phenomena of: 
international subcontracting. “Under this strategy, manufacturers based in 
developed countries subcontract the most labor intensive stages of produc-. 
tion, for example, sewing or assembly, to the Third World nations where 
labor is cheap. Once assembled, the multinational re-imports the goods— 
under generous tariffexemptions—to the developed country instead of sellin 
them to the local market.” Here the link to training in consumerism is almost. 
snapped, “While global recession has markedly slowed trade and investment. 
worldwide since 1979, international subcontracting has boomed. . . . In these. 
cases, multinationals are freer to resist militant workers, revolutionary up- 
heavals, and even economic downturns.” 

Class mobility is increasingly lethargic in the comprador theaters. 
Not surprisingly, some members of indigenous dominant groups in com. ' 
prador countries, members of the local bourgeoisie, find the language of . 
alliance politics attractive. Identifying with forms of resistance plausible in 
advanced capitalist countries is often of a piece with that elitist bent of » 
bourgeois historiography described by Ranajit Guha. 

Belief in the plausibility of global alliance politics is prevalent 
among women of dominant social groups interested in “international fem- 
inism” in the comprador countries. At the other end of the scale, those most 
separated from any possibility of an alliance among “women, prisoners, | 
conscripted soldiers, hospital patients, and homosexuals” (FD, 216) are the 
females of the urban subproletariat. In their case, the denial and withholding  & 
of consumerism and the structure of exploitation is compounded by pa- = 
triarchal social relations. On the other side of the international division of 
labor, the subject of exploitation cannot know and speak the text of female 
exploitation, even if the absurdity of the nonrepresenting intellectual making 
space for her to speak is achieved. The woman is doubly in shadow. 

Yet even this does not encompass the heterogeneous Other. Out- 
side (though not completely so) the circuit of the international division of 
labor, there are people whose consciousness we cannot grasp if we close off 
our benevolence by constructing a homogeneous Other referring only to our - 
own place in the seat of the Same or the Self. Here are subsistence farmers, 
unorganized peasant labor, the tribals, and the communities of zero workers 
on the street or in the countryside. To confront them is not to represent 


fe 
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ef labor fall into reverse-ethnic sentimentality. Since he is eae ne 7 
beritage of nineteenth-century territorial imperialism, his reference 
i izi ter: 
“state rather than the globalizing cen 
=a deans signifier of unemployment. In this bier ae 
1 ion: restrictions on 1m ; 
iosee the unity of the forms of repression: res ses 
iti d thankless jobs go to immugr 
acknowledged that the most difficult an 
ie es ean in the factories, because the French a Soca ici 
‘taste’ for increasingly harder work; the struggle against youth an p 


“French capitalism needs 


° 


i u i table analysis. 
J ducational system” (FD, 211-12). This is an accep 
‘ vi tans again that the Third World can enter the resistance program 
ofan alliance politics directed against a “unified repression 


only when it 
is confined to the third-world groups that are directly accessible to oe 
World.s! This benevolent first-world appropriation and Aa een ae 
Third World as an Other is the founding characteristic of much third-w' 

ism in the U.S. human sciences today. : 
a Foucault continues the critique of Marxism by aaa oe 
gaphical discontinuity. The real mark of “geographical Conia ) ne 
continuity” is the international division of labor. But ilecsaion alia e se 
to distinguish between exploitation eae and ae Liat 

i i tion (“p 
alue; read, the field of Marxist analysis) and omina : 
eh raises the latter’s greater potential for resistance based on alliance 


* politics. He cannot acknowledge that such a monist and unified access to 


aconception of “power” (methodologically peccnnoesne Ue 
is made possible by a certain stage In €xpi0l ion, for 
yaphical discontinuity is geopolitically specific to the First World: 


is geographical discontinuity of which you speak 
ss Ca panans the following: as soon as we oe 
gle against exploitation, the proletariat not only se $ 
the struggle but also defines its targets, its ane 
its places and its instruments, and to ally onesel bi 
the proletariat is to consolidate with its Lgtet seat 
ideology, it is to take up again the motives for t aa 
combat. This means total immersion [in the Marxis 
project]. But if it is against power that one saat 
then all those who acknowledge it as intolerable ae 
begin the struggle wherever they find themselves an 


in terms of their own activity (or passivity). In en- 
gaging in this struggle that is their own, whose objec- 
tives they clearly understand and whose methods they 
can determine, they enter into the revolutionary pro- 
cess. As allies of the proletariat, to be sure, because 
power is exercised the way it is in order to maintain 
capitalist exploitation. They genuinely serve the cause 
of the proletariat by fighting in those places where they 
find themselves oppressed: Women, prisoners, con- 
scripted soldiers, hospital patients, and homosexuals 
have now begun a specific struggle against the partic- 
ular form of power, the constraints and controls, that 
are exercised over them. (FD, 216) 


This is an admirable program of localized resistance. Where possible, this 


model of resistance is not an alternative to, but can complement, macro-™. 


logical struggles along “Marxist” lines. Yet if its situation is universalized, 
it accommodates unacknowledged privileging of the subject. Without a the- 
ory of ideology, it can lead to a dangerous utopianism. 

Foucault is a brilliant thinker of power-in-spacing, but the aware- 
ness of the topographical reinscription of imperialism does not inform his 
presuppositions. He is taken in by the restricted version of the West pro- 
duced by that reinscription and thus helps to consolidate its effects. Notice 
the omission of the fact, in the following passage, that the new mechanism 
of power in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (the extraction of 
surplus value without extraeconomic coercion is its Marxist description) is 
secured by means of territorial imperialism—the Earth and its products— 


“elsewhere.” The representation of sovereignty is crucial in those theaters: - 


“In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, we have the production of an 


important phenomenon, the emergence, or rather the invention, of a new | 


mechanism of power possessed of highly specific procedural techniques . .. 
which is also, I believe, absolutely incompatible with the relations of sov- 
ereignty. This new mechanism of power is more dependent upon bodies 
and what they do than the Earth and its products” (PX, 104). 

Because of a blind spot regarding the first wave of “geographical 
discontinuity,” Foucault can remain impervious to its second wave in the 
middle decades of our own century, identifying it simply “with the collapse 
of Fascism and the decline of Stalinism” (PK, 87). Here is Mike Davis's 
alternative view: “It was rather the global logic of counter-revolutionary 


violence which created conditions for the peaceful economic interdepend- - 


ence of a chastened Atlantic imperialism under American leadership. ... It 


was multi-national military integration under the slogan of collective se- 


curity against the USSR which preceded and quickened the interpenetration 
of the major capitalist economies, making possible the new era of com- 
mercial liberalism which flowered between 1958 and 1973.” 

It is within the emergence of this “new mechanism of power” 
that we must read the fixation on national scenes, the resistance to eco- 
nomics, and the emphasis on concepts like power and desire that privilege 
micrology. Davis continues: “This quasi-absolutist centralization of stra- 
tegic military power by the United States was to allow an enlightened and 


flexible subordinancy for its principal satraps. In particular, it proved highly ~ 
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- xcommodating to the residual imperialist pretensions of the French and 
British .. . with each keeping up a strident ideological mobilization against 
/ emmunism all the while.” While taking precautions against such unitary 
: notions as “France,” it must be said that such unitary notions as “the work- 
as’ struggle,” or such unitary pronouncements as “like power, resistance i$ 
multiple and can be integrated in global strategies” (PK, 142), seem inter- 
» pretable by way of Davis’s narrative. Iam not suggesting, as does Paul Bové, 
that “for a displaced and homeless people [the Palestinians] assaulted mil- 
[ itarily and culturally ... a question [such as Foucaullt’s ‘to engage in politics 
- \..is to try to know with the greatest possible honesty whether the revo- 
"lution is desirable’] is a foolish luxury of Western wealth.”* Lam suggesting, 
rather, that to buy a self-contained version of the West is to ignore its 
- production by the imperialist project. 

Sometimes it seems as if the very brilliance of Foucault’s analysis 
© ofthe centuries of European imperialism produces a miniature version of 
» that heterogeneous phenomenon: management of space—but by doctors; 
- development of administrations—but in asylums; considerations of the pe- 
| riphery—but in terms of the insane, prisoners, and children. The clinic, the 
asylum, the prison, the university—all seem to be screen-allegories that fore- 
close a reading of the broader narratives of imperialism. (One could open 
- agmilar discussion of the ferocious motif of “deterritorialization” in De- 
' leuze and Guattari.) “One can perfectly well not talk about something be- 
cause one doesn’t know about it,” Foucault might murmur (PK, 66). Yet 
- we have already spoken of the sanctioned ignorance that every critic of 
imperialism must chart. 


tt | 

: On the general level on which U.S. academics and students take 
“8 “influence” from France, one encounters the following understanding: Fou- 
~ cult deals with real history, real politics, and real social problems; Derrida 
- js inaccessible, esoteric, and textualistic. The reader is probably well ac- 
quainted with this received idea. “That [Derrida’s] own work,” Terry Eag- 
eton writes, “has been grossly unhistorical, politically evasive and in prac- 
tice oblivious to language as ‘discourse’ [language in function] is not to be 
denied.”** Eagleton goes on to recommend Foucault’s study of “discursive 
practices.” Perry Anderson constructs a related history: “With Derrida, the 
self-cancellation of structuralism latent in the recourse to music or madness 
in Lévi-Strauss or Foucault is consummated. With no commitment to ex- 
ploration of social realities at all, Derrida had little compunction in undoing 
the constructions of these two, convicting them both of a ‘nostalgia of 
origins -Rousseauesque or pre-Socratic, respectively—and asking what right 
either had to assume, on their own premises, the validity of their dis- 
courses,” 

This paper is committed to the notion that, whether in defense 
of Derrida or not, a nostalgia for lost origins can be detrimental to the 
exploration of social realities within the critique of imperialism. Indeed, the 
brilliance of Anderson’s misreading does not prevent him from seeing pre- 
cisely the problem I emphasize in Foucault: “Foucault struck the charac- 
teristically prophetic note when he declared in 1966: “Man is in the process 
“of perishing as the being of language continues to shine ever more brightly 
upon our horizon.’ But who is the ‘we’ to perceive or possess such a ho- 


rizon?” Anderson does not see the encroachment of 
Subject of the West in the later Foucault, a Subject sa Aiserstrate 
Wir He sees Foucault’s attitude in the usual way, as the disapoeanee 
: a knowing Subject as such; and he further sees in Derrida the final 
evelopment of that tendency: “In the hollow of the pronoun [we] lies the. 
aporia of the programme.’’56 Consider, finally, Said’s Plangent aphoris: 
which betrays a profound misapprehension of the notion of “textuali i 
Derrida atta pak us into the text, Foucault’s in and out.?57 - 
ave tried to argue that the substantiv > politi 
of the oppressed which often accounts for Peas eed Bee 
privileging of the intellectual and of the “concrete” subject of oppression 


eal. Co 


ential writers, I will 
long-term usefulness 


I will consider a chapter that Derrida c 
. pt omposed twenty years ago: 
a sega seciale As a Positive Science” (OG, 74-93). In this ene 
mironts the issue of whether “deconstruction” 1 
adequate practice, whether critical or politi ie ree a 
ice, wh political. The question is how t 
a oe Raat ee establishing itself by selectively athe 
4s not a program for the Subject as such; rather, it i gram. 
nee bone ae intellectual. For those of us who feel tht the 
( a history and that the task of the first-world subje 
a his t ct of knowl- 
7 i World theowah eee 1s to resist and critique esoguition® of the 
rough “assimilation,” this specificity is crucial. I 
advance a factual rather than a ic criti f am ore 
d | re pathetic critique of the European i 
tual : ethnocentric impulse, Derrida admits that he cannot “aL sari 
a 1ons that must be answered to establish the grounds of his argument. 
: He does da declare that grammatology can “rise above” (Frank Lentric- °: 
a : phrase) mere empiricism; for, like empiricism, it cannot ask first. 
ee ere raiaieenty a “grammatological” knowledge with the same ©: 
0] Investigation. “Deconstruction” is not, therefore, a 
new ee for ideological demystification.” Like “empirical investigation 
... tak[ing] shelter in the field of grammatological knowledge” obliges “o 
erating] pees ‘examples’ ” (OG, 75). . 
e examples Derrida lays out—to show the limi 
ox: ts of - 
Seine fords etek one from the appropriate fdsologieal sale 
of an imperialist project. In the Europe 
he writes, there were three kinds Seana AiG” Gps ep teticls ee 
_wmites, t : of “prejudices” operating in histories of “= 
sy Meme naa en of the crisis of European conscious- 4 
” (OG, 75): heological prejudice,” the “Chinese prejudice,” 
ee Lionas The first can be indexed i God woe : 
natural script: Hebrew or Greek. The second: Chinese i 
. * . ele x : es 
Ste belle for Philosophical writing, but it is only a blueprint True 
are a oe is “independen{t] with regard to history” (0G 79) 
nese into an easy-to-learn script that will su r 
. * . sede 
actual Chinese. The third: that Egyptian script is too sublime to bie 
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 phered. The first prejudice preserves the “actuality” of Hebrew or Greek; 
the last two (“‘rational” and “‘mystical,” respectively) collude to support the 
first, where the center of the logos is seen as the Judaeo-Christian God (the 
appropriation of the Hellenic Other through assimilation is an earlier story)— 

“prejudice” still sustained in efforts to give the cartography of the Judaeo- 
Christian myth the status of geopolitical history: 


The concept of Chinese writing thus functioned as a 
sort of European hallucination. ... This functioning 
obeyed a rigorous necessity.... It was not disturbed 
by the knowledge of Chinese script. . . which was then 
available.... A “hieroglyphist prejudice” had pro- 
duced the same effect of interested blindness. Far from 
proceeding ... from ethnocentric scorn, the occulta- 
tion takes the form of an hyperbolical admiration. We 
have not finished demonstrating the necessity of this 
pattern. Our century is not free from it; each time that 
ethnocentrism is precipitately and ostentatiously re- 
versed, some effort silently hides behind all the spec- 
tacular effects to consolidate an inside and to draw 
from it some domestic benefit. (OG, 80; Derrida ital- 
icizes only “hieroglyphist prejudice’) 


Derrida proceeds to offer two characteristic possibilities for so- 


lutions to the problem of the European Subject, which seeks to produce an 
Other that would consolidate an inside, its own subject status. What follows 
- isan account of the complicity between writing, the opening of domestic 
“and civil society, and the structures of desire, power, and capitalization. 
Derrida then discloses the vulnerability of his own desire to conserve some- 
thing that is, paradoxically, both ineffable and nontranscendental. In cri- 
tiquing the production of the colonial subject, this ineffable, nontranscen- 
dental (“historical”) place is cathected by the subaltern subject. 


Derrida closes the chapter by showing again that the project of 
grammatology is obliged to develop within the discourse of presence. It is 


. got just a critique of presence but an awareness of the itinerary of the 


discourse of presence in one’s own critique, a vigilance precisely against too 
great a claim for transparency. The word “writing” as the name of the object 
and model of grammatology is a practice “only within the historical closure, 
that is to say within the limits of science and philosophy” (OG, 93). 
Derrida here makes Nietzschean, philosophical, and psychoan- 
alytic, rather than specifically political, choices to suggest a critique of Eu- 
ropean ethnocentrism in the constitution of the Other. As a postcolonial 
intellectual, I am not troubled that he does not lead me (as Europeans 


’ inevitably seem to do) to the specific path that such a critique makes nec- 


essary. It is more important to me that, as a European philosopher, he 
articulates the European Subject’s tendency to constitute the Other as mar- 
ginal to ethnocentrism and locates that as the problem with all logocentric 
and therefore also all grammatological endeavors (since the main thesis of 
the chapter is the complicity between the two). Not a general problem, but 
a European problem. It is within the context of this ethnocentricism that 
he tries so desperately to demote the Subject of thinking or knowledge as 
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iston isciplinari ically forbidden by 
in thi ally, disciplinarily, and practical 
saveete a ae are just a question of a double displacement, as 


to say that “thought is ... the blank part of the text” (OG, 93); that which - 
is thought is, if blank, still in the text and must be consigned to the Other 
of history. That inaccessible blankness circumscribed by an interpretable 
text is what a postcolonial critic of imperialism would like to see developed 
within the European enclosure as the place of the production of theory. The 
postcolonial critics and intellectuals can attempt to displace their own pro- 
duction only by presupposing that text-inscribed blankness. To render thought 
or the thinking subject transparent or invisible seems, by contrast, to hide 
the relentless recognition of the Other by assimilation. It is in the interes 
of such cautions that Derrida does not invoke “letting the other(s) speak 
for himself” but rather invokes an “appeal” to or “call” to the “quite-other’ 
(tout-autre as opposed to a self-consolidating other), of “rendering delirious ” 
that interior voice that is the voice of the other in us.” 
Derrida calls the ethnocentrism of the European science of writ 
ing in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries a symptom of the - 
general crisis of European consciousness. It is, of course, part of a greate! 
symptom, or perhaps the crisis itself, the slow turn from feudalism to cap-' 
italism via the first waves of capitalist imperialism. The itinerary of rec- 
ognition through assimilation of the Other can be more interestingly traced, 
it seems to me, in the imperialist constitution of the colonial subject than 
in repeated incursions into psychoanalysis or the “figure” of woman, though - 
the importance of these two interventions within deconstruction should not: 


be minimized. Derrida has not moved (or perhaps cannot move) into that 
arena. 


have just expressed are valid only if we are ees’ 
onsciousness—or, more acceptably, subject. 
participating in, antisexist work among women 


areas that is taking place in anthropology, cea 
sience, history, and sociology. Yet the assumption ap eralene 8 
consciousness or subject sustains such work and will, in th : bho a 
with the work of imperialist subject-constitution, nee sae 
lence with the advancement of Jearning and civilization. An 


In so fraught a field, it is not easy to ask the ca pe 
consciousness of the subaltern woman, it is thus all the ane bat ieabis 
remind pragmatic radicals that such a question 1S ea an, i Ce eis 
Though all feminist or antisenist Prose Csture that has a long history and 
: ae aiee nd 
ihontes Be ae atic eaicalien that renders so are peste 
vestigator transparent. In seeking to learn to ya to Haas saeare 
-or speak for) the historically muted subject of t le Ss aoe ieee The 
postcolonial intellectual systematically unlearns ante 
systematic unlearning involves learning to critique postcc Oe eceaie 
with the best tools it can provide ee not SN oe nas a oer 

i hus, to question the unques sub 
a edoceaaret a the antiimperialist project of cee see Seana oe 
as Jonathan Culler suggests, to “produce difference » ie eens 
peal... to a sexual identity defined as essential and privueg' 
associated with that identity.” 


Whatever the reasons for this specific absence, what I find useful 
is the sustained and developing work on the mechanics of the constitution © 
of the Other; we can use it to much greater analytic and interventionist 
advantage than invocations of the authenticity of the Other. On this level, - 
what remains useful in Foucault is the mechanics of disciplinarization and 
institutionalization, the constitution, as it were, of the colonizer. Foucault : 
does not relate it to any version, early or late, proto- or post-, of imperialism. 


They are of great usefulness to intellectuals concerned with the decay of the 
West. Their seduction for them, and fearfulness for us, is that they might 
allow the complicity of the investigating subject (male or female profes- 
sional) to disguise itself in transparency. 


IV 


Can the subaltern speak? What must the elite do to watch out 
for the continuing construction of the subaltern? The question of “woman” 
seems most problematic in this context. Clearly, if you are poor, black, and 
female you get it in three ways. If, however, this formulation is moved from 
the first-world context into the postcolonial (which is not identical with the 
third-world) context, the description “black” or “of color” loses persuasive 
significance. The necessary stratification of colonial subject-constitution in 
the first phase of capitalist imperialism makes “color” useless as an eman- 


cipatory signifier. Confronted by the ferocious standardizing benevolence — 


of most U.S, and Western European human-scientific radicalism (recogni- 
tion by assimilation), the progressive though heterogeneous withdrawal of 

consumerism in the comprador periphery, and the exclusion of the margins 
of even the center-periphery articulation (the “true and differential subal- 
tern”), the analogue of class-consciousness rather than race-consciousness 


IAA 


Culler’s version of the feminist project is possible within what 
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ae : uy 
Many of us were obliged to understand the feminist a ee pnt 
describes it when we were still agitating as U.S. ena anes 
anecessary stage in my own education in aie an Se ee 
the belief that the mainstream project of Western a le eee 
and displaces the battle over the right to individualism . ee eas 
men in situations of upward class mobility. One penee $s ee 
between U.S. feminism and European “theory {as theory ee Peat 
resented by women from the United States or Britain) Sheol ee 
corner of that very terrain. lam generally sympathetic ia Wewnsie a 
US. feminism more “theoretical.” It seems, however, : ieee ae 
the muted subject of the subaltern woman, emenge eae 
sentialist” search for lost ce cannot be served by 
i o-America either. . ales raat 
eka ee call is often given 4 the ane aaa ae shaun 
ich is seen here as identical wit “essen ialism. , 
as of “the work of the negative, was nota ee ne Dean : 
of essences. For Marx, the curious persistence of essentials 


nar 


dialectic was a profound and 
opposition between positivism /essentialism (read, U.S.) and “theo: 
French or Franco-German via Anglo 
from repressing the ambiguous complicity between essentialism and cri- 
tiques of positivism (acknowledged by Derrida in “Of Grammatology Asa 
Positive Science’), it also errs by implying that positivism is not a theory. 
This move allows the emergence of a proper name, a positive essence, 
Theory. Once again, the position of the investigator remains unquestioned. 
And, if this territorial debate turns toward the Third World, no change in 
the question of method is to be discerned. This debate cannot take into 
account that, in the case of the woman as subaltern, no ingredients for the 
constitution of the itinerary of the trace of a sexed subject can be gathered 
to locate the possibility of dissemination. : 
Yet I remain generally sympathetic in aligning feminism with 
the critique of positivism and the defetishization of the concrete. I am also 
far from averse to learning from the work of Western theorists, though I 
have learned to insist on marking their positionality as investigating sub- 
jects. Given these conditions, and as a literary critic, I tactically confronted 
the immense problem of the consciousness of the woman as subaltern. I 
reinvented the problem in a sentence and transformed it into the object of 
a simple semiosis. What does this sentence mean? The analogy here is 
between the ideological victimization o 
the postcolonial intellectual as investigating subject. 
As Sarah Kofman has shown, the deep ambiguity of Freud’s use 
as a scapegoat is a reaction-formation to an initial and continuing “# 


2 “ory” (ead 
~American) may be spurious. Apart 


of women 
desire to 

hysteria. The masculine-imperialist ide 
desire into “the daughter’s seduction” is part of the same formation that 
constructs the monolithic “third-world woman.” 
tual, I am influenced by that formation as well. 
project is to articulate that ideological formation. 
necessary—into the object of investigation. Thus, a 
questions, Can the subaltern speak? and Can the subaltern (as woman) 4 
speak?, our efforts to give the subaltern a voice in history will be doubly = 
open to the dangers run by Freud’s discourse. As a product of these con- 
siderations, I have put together the sentence “White men are saving brown 
women from brown men” in a spirit not unlike the one to be encountered 
in Freud’s investigations of the sentence “A child is being beaten.’ 

The use of Freud here does not imply an isomorphic analogy 
between subject-formation and the behavior of social collectives, a frequent 
practice, often accompanied by a reference to Reich, in the conversation 
between Deleuze and Foucault. So I am not suggesting that “White men 
are saving brown women from brown men” is a sentence indicating a col- 
lective fantasy symptomatic of a collective itinerary of sadomasochistic 
repression in a collective imperialist enterprise. There is a satisfying sym- 
metry in such an allegory, but I would rather invite the reader to consider 
it a problem in “wild psychoanalysis” than a clinching solution.® Just as _ 
Freud’s insistence on making the woman the scapegoat in “A child is being — 
beaten” and elsewhere discloses his political interests, however imperfectly, 


so my insistence on imperialist subject-production as the occasion for this — 
sentence discloses my politics. 


Part of our “unlearning” 


productive problem. Thus, the stringent binary a 


‘jdeological dissimulation of 


f'a Freud and the positionality of § 


give the hysteric a voice, to transform her into the subject of | 
ological formation that shaped that - .; 


AS a postcolonial intellec © & 


—by measuring silences, if q 
when confronted with the i 
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Further, I am attempting to borrow the general methodologica 


ence 
= aura of Freud’s strategy toward the sentence oe gear nce - gales 
out of th many similar substantive accounts his patients gave peli an 
pare { will offer a case of transference-in-analysis as an 1s ke 
ae ee nsaction between reader and text (my sentence). e eed 
he t ene and literary criticism or historiography iS rs 
Lohan taveien catachresis. To say that the subject 1s a La aoe 
ares the converse pronouncement: the verbal text is a subject. 


I am fascinated, rather, by how Freud predicates a history of 


repression tha pr oduce i i tory with a double 
i the final sentence. It is a his : 

| fae one hidden in fhe amnesia of the infant, the other lodged in our 

0! 4 


“archai t, assuming eos 
en inal were not yet differentiated.°° We are driven to impo 


by implication a preoriginary space where human 


i ist narrative to explain the 
ee ana gis Bats soikeal prea and oe s 
history of repression that produces a sentence like the one I have ee oe 
ishi tie has a double origin, one hidden in the sper ee eagre 
reat estes of widow sacrifice in 1829,° the ae Pnen 
lassical and Vedic past of Hindu India, the Reg- Veda an elias aon 
No doubt there is also an undifferentiated preorginary space 
“ MST ne sentence I have constructed is one among aan eats 
ts describing the relationship between brown and white me ee 
ae d white women worked in). It takes its place among so Soerunees 
ice naebelie admiration” or of pious guilt that Derrida spea . moh 
TCE ith the “hieroglyphist prejudice.” The relationship : se 
irpatiale biect and the subject of imperialism is at least am sea am 
aa widow ascends the pyre of the a vce oe 
immolates herself upon it. This is widow sacrifice. (The oS eal 
peaiee f the Sanskrit word for the widow would be sati. The € tid pies 
pea ibed it suttee.) The rite was not practiced cali a ies 
sae rage) Gace axed: The abolition of this rite by the Britis = kee 
palit derstood as a case of “White men saving Pina pee 
cage 1” ‘White women—from the nineteenth-century British iss B 
ae Hee to Mary Daly—have not produced an cea ai 
ie mide this is the Indian nativist argument, : parody of the 
Ss Ge een cicee ee a ee each other. One 
ences 
never rok emcee of the women’s NO ee eet 
i would not be ideology-transcendent or y Benes Aes - 
: eit would have constituted the ingredients for producing oe 
eee As one goes down the grotesquely mistranscribed Sa 8) ace 
ue aerificed widows, in the police reports included int . a oe 
of. the East India Company, one cannot put together ea : so i 
a can sense is the immense sonar click srgr : oe ee 
= te Gone with A aieei interlocking sentences oe see 
ib a Whe a a ie 
“The women wanted to die,” the i t 
eerie of simple semiosis—What does this mean?—and begins to p 


history. 


Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak 


sthus lost in the shuffle between other, more powerful discourses. Given 
that the abolition of sati was in itself admirable, is it still possible to wonder 
ifa perception of the origin of my sentence might contain interventionist 
possibilities? ae 

Imperialism’s image as the establisher of the good society is 
marked by the espousal of the woman as object of protection from her own 
Kind. How should one examine the dissimulation of patriarchal strategy, 
which apparently grants the woman free choice as subject? In other words, 
how does one make the move from “Britain” to “Hinduism”? Even the 
attempt shows that imperialism is not identical with chromatism, or mere 
prejudice against people of color. To approach this question, I will touch 
briefly on the Dharmasdstra (the sustaining scriptures) and the Rg-Veda 
(Praise Knowledge). They represent the archaic origin in my homology of 
Freud, Of course, my treatment is not exhaustive. My readings are, rather, 
an interested and inexpert examination, by a postcolonial woman, of the 
fabrication of repression, a constructed counternarrative of woman’s con- 
sciousness, thus woman’s being, thus woman’s being good, thus the good 
woman’s desire, thus woman’s desire. Paradoxically, at the same time we 
witness the unfixed place of woman as a signifier in the inscription of the 
# social individual. ; if 

Although Foucault’s historical narrative, focusing solely on West-  % _ The two moments in the Dharmasdstra that I ste siasetuctn 
ern Europe, sees merely a tolerance for the criminal antedating the devel- = 4 the discourse on sanctioned suicides and the nature of t ee or the 
opment of criminology in the late eighteenth century (PK, 41), his theoretical dead.” Framed in these two discourses, the self-immolation of widows ne 
description of the “episteme” is pertinent here: “The episteme is the ‘ap- - an exception to the rule. The general scriptural doctrine 1s that suicide is 
paratus’ which makes possible the separation not of the true from the false,” reprehensible. Room is made, however, for certain forms of suicide which, 
but of what may not be characterized as scientific” (PK, 197)—ritual as as formulaic performance, lose the phenomenal identity of being suicide. 
opposed to crime, the one fixed by superstition, the other by legal science. The first category of sanctioned suicides arises out of tatvajndna, or the 

The leap of suttee from private to public has a clear and complex knowledge of truth. Here the knowing subject comprehends the insubstan- 
relationship with the changeover from a mercantile and commercial to a tiality or mere phenomenality (which may be the same thing as nonphen- 
territorial and administrative British presence; it can be followed in cor- omenality) of its identity. At a certain point in time, fat tva was interpreted 
respondence among the police stations, the lower and higher courts, the as “that you,” but even without that, tatva is thatness or quiddity. Thus, 
courts of directors, the prince regent’s court, and the like. (It is interesting this enlightened self truly knows the “that’’-ness of its identity. Its demo- 
to note that, from the point of view of the native “colonial subject,” also ition of that identity is not dtmaghdta (a killing of the self). The paradox 
emergent from the feudalism-capitalism transition, sati is a signifier with 4 of knowing of the limits of knowledge is that the strongest assertion of 
the reverse social charge: “Groups rendered psychologically marginal by % agency, to negate the possibility of agency, cannot be an example of itself. 
their exposure to Western impact ... had come under pressure to dem- - = Curiously enough, the self-sacrifice of gods is sanctioned by natural ecology, 
onstrate, to others as well as to themselves, their ritua! purity and allegiance useful for the working of the economy of Nature and the Universe, rather 
to traditional high culture. To many of them sari became an important than by self-knowledge. In this /ogically anterior stage, inhabited by gods 
proof of their conformity to older norms at a time when these norms had rather than human beings, of this particular chain of displacements, suicide 
Pecemesaty Saeed and sacrifice (€tmaghata and atmadana) seem as little distinct as an *“in- 
terior” (self-knowledge) and an “‘exterior” (ecology) sanction. 

This philosophical space, however, does not accommodate the 
self-immolating woman. For her we look where room is made to sanction 
suicides that cannot claim truth-knowledge as a state that is, at any rate, 
easily verifiable and belongs in the area of sruti (what was heard) rather 
than smirti (what is remembered). This exception to the general rule about 
suicide annuls the phenomenal identity of self-immolation if performed in 
certain places rather than in a certain state of enlightenment. Thus, we move 
from an interior sanction (truth-knowledge) to an exterior one (place of 
~ pilgrimage). It is possible for a woman to perform this type of (non)suicide.”! 


To mark the moment when not only a civil but a good society 
is born out of domestic confusion, singular events that break the letter of - 
the law to instill its spirit are often invoked. The protection of women by 
men often provides such an event. If we remember that the British boasted 
of their absolute equity toward and noninterference with native custom/ 
law, an invocation of this sanctioned transgression of the letter for the sake 
of the spirit may be read in J. M. Derrett’s remark: “The very first legislation 
upon Hindu Law was carried through without the assent of a single Hindu.” 
The legislation is not named here. The next sentence, where the measure - 
is named, is equally interesting if one considers the implications of the = 
survival of a colonially established “good” society after decolonization: “The “ 
recurrence of sati in independent India is probably an obscurantist revival. 
which cannot long survive even in a very backward part of the country.”® 

Whether this observation is correct or not, what interests me is” 
that the protection of woman (today the “third-world woman’) becomes a « 
signifier for the establishment of a good society which must, at such inau- 
gurative moments, transgress mere legality, or equity of legal policy. In this. 
particular case, the process also allowed the redefinition as a crime of what 
had been tolerated, known, or adulated as ritual. In other words, this one 


item in Hindu law jumped the frontier between the private and the public 
domain. 


If this is the first historical origin of my sentence, it is evidently <— 
lost in the history of humankind as work, the story of capitalist expansion, ~@ 
the slow freeing of labor power as commodity, that narrative of the modes 
of production, the transition from feudalism via mercantilism to capitalism. 
Yet the precarious normativity of this narrative is sustained by the puta- 
tively changeless stopgap of the “Asiatic” mode of production, which steps . 
in to sustain it whenever it might become apparent that the story of capital 
logic is the story of the West, that imperialism establishes the universality 
of the mode of production narrative, that to ignore the subaltern today is, 
willy-nilly, to continue the imperialist project. The ongin of my sentence . 
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Yet even this is not the proper place for the woman to annul the 


proper name of suicide through the destruction of her proper self. For her . 


alone is sanctioned selfimmolation on a dead spouse’s pyre. (The few male 
examples cited in Hindu antiquity of self-immolation on another’s pyre, 
being proofs of enthusiasm and devotion to a master or superior, reveal the 
structure of domination within the rite). This suicide that is not suicide 
may be read as a simulacrum of both truth-knowledge and piety of place. 


If the former, it is as if the knowledge in a subject of its own insubstantiality . 
and mere phenomenality is dramatized so that the dead husband becomes . 
the exteriorized example and place of the extinguished subject and the widow — 
becomes the (non)agent who “acts it out.” If the latter, it is as ifthe metonym © 


for all sacred places is now that burning bed of wood, constructed by elab- 


orate ritual, where the woman’s subject, legally displaced from herself, is: 
being consumed. It is in terms of this profound ideology of the displaced 


place of the female subject that the paradox of free choice comes into play. 
For the male subject, it is the felicity of the suicide, a felicity that will annul 
rather than establish its status as such, that is noted. For the female subject, 


a sanctioned self-immolation, even as it takes away the effect of “fall” (pd- mission.” Thompson’s understanding of sati as “punishment” is thus far 


taka) attached to an unsanctioned suicide, brings praise for the act of choice 
on another register. By the inexorable ideological production of the sexed 
subject, such a death can be understood by the female subject as an excep- 
tional signifier of her own desire, exceeding the general rule for a widow’s 
conduct. 

In certain periods and areas this exceptional rule became the 
general rule in a class-specific way. Ashis Nandy relates its marked preva- 
lence in eighteenth- and early ninteenth-century Bengal to factors ranging 
from population control to communal misogyny.” Certainly its prevalence 
there in the previous centuries was because in Bengal, unlike elsewhere in 
India, widows could inherit property. Thus, what the British see as poor 
victimized women going to the slaughter is in fact an ideological battle- 
ground. As P. V. Kane, the great historian of the Dharmasdstra, has correctly 
observed: “In Bengal, [the fact that] the widow of a sonless member even 
in a joint Hindu family is entitled to practically the same rights over joint 
family property which her deceased husband would have had . . . must have 
frequently induced the surviving members to get rid of the widow by ap- 


pealing at a most distressing hour to her devotion to and love for her hus | 


band” (AD IL.2, 635). 

Yet benevolent and enlightened males were and are sympathetic 
with the “courage” of the woman’s free choice in the matter. They thus 
accept the production of the sexed subaltern subject: “Modern India does 
not justify the practice of sati, but it is a warped mentality that rebukes 
modern Indians for expressing admiration and reverence for the cool and 
unfaltering courage of Indian women in becoming satis or performing the 


jauhar for cherishing their ideals of womanly conduct” (4D II.2, 636). What. 
Jean-Francois Lyotard has termed the “différend,”’ the inacessibility of, or. 
untranslatability from, one mode of discourse in a dispute to another, is _ 


vividly illustrated here.”3 As the discourse of what the British perceive as 
heathen ritual is sublated (but not, Lyotard would argue, translated) into 
what the British perceive as crime, one diagnosis of female free will is 
substituted for another. 
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Of course, the self-immolation of widows was not invariable rit- 


ual prescription. If, however, the widow does decide thus to exceed the letter 

ofritual, to turn back is a transgression for which a particular type of penance 

is prescribed.” With the local British police officer supervising the immo- 

lation, to be dissuaded after a decision was, by contrast, a mark of real free 

choice, a choice of freedom. The ambiguity of the position of the indigenous 
colonial elite is disclosed in the nationalistic romanticization of the purity, 

strength, and love of these self-sacrificing women. The two set pieces are 
Rabindranath Tagore’s paean to the “self-renouncing paternal grandmothers 
of Bengal” and Ananda Coomaraswamy’s eulogy of suttee as “this last proof 
of the perfect unity of body and soul.”” 


Obviously I am not advocating the killing of widows. Yam sug- 


gesting that, within the two contending versions of freedom, the constitution 
of the female subject in life is the place of the différend. In the case of widow 
selfimmolation, ritual is not being redefined as superstition but as crime. 
The gravity of sati was that it was ideologically cathected as “reward,” just 


asthe gravity of imperialism was that it was ideologically cathected as “‘social 
off the mark: 


It may seem unjust and illogical that the Moguls, who 
freely impaled and flayed alive, or nationals of Europe, 
whose countries had such ferocious penal codes and 
had known, scarcely a century before suttee began to 
shock the English conscience, orgies of witch-burning 
and religious persecution, should have felt as they did 
about suttee. But the differences seemed to them this— 
the victims of their cruelties were tortured by a law 
which considered them offenders, whereas the victims 
of suttee were punished for no offense but the physical 
weakness which had placed them at man’s mercy. The 
rite seemed to prove a depravity and arrogance such 
as no other human offense had brought to light.’° 


All through the mid- and Jate-eighteenth century, in the spirit of 
the codification of the law, the British in India collaborated and consulted 
with learned Brahmans to judge whether suttee was legal by their homog- 
enized version of Hindu law. The collaboration was often idiosyncratic, as 
in the case of the significance of being dissuaded. Sometimes, as in the 
general Sastric prohibition against the immolation of widows with small 
children, the British collaboration seems confused.” In the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, the British authorities, and especially the British in 
England, repeatedly suggested that collaboration made it appear as if the 
British condoned this practice. When the law was finally written, the history 
of the long period of collaboration was effaced, and the language celebrated 


. the noble Hindu who was against the bad Hindu, the latter given to savage 


atrocities: 


The practice of Suttee . . . is revolting to the feeling of 
human nature. ... In many instances, acts of atrocity 
have been perpetrated, which have been shocking to 
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eae i d overdeter- 
the Hindoos themselves. ... Actuated by these con- ncovering a (sexually) subaltern subject 1s once again lost an 


siderations the Governor-General in Council, without 
intending to depart from one of the first and most 
important principles of the system of British Govern- 
ment in India that all classes of the people be secure 
in the observance of their religious usages, so long as 
that system can be adhered to without violation of the 
paramount dictates of justice and humanity, has 


deemed it right to establish the following rules.... 
(HD 11.2, 624-25) 


i in the status of the subject, 
This legally programmed asymmetry 1n : 
which effectively Gefies the woman as oe ‘a Se 
i i legally symmetrical su - ; 
ree pI ae b es the extreme case of the 
The self-immolation of the widow thereby ecom: Ju cin ae ee 
tion to it. It is not surprising, nen, 
Set the call the quality of being the object ofa 
efheavenly rewards for the satt, where the quality Oe a thos 
ow sor ig emphasized by way of rivalry wi : 
ie aiere dancers, paragons of female beauty and male a 
sing her praise: ““In heaven she, being soley devoted to her oe . surat 
“praised by groups of apsaras {heavenly a sports with her hu 
Indras rule” (HD 11.2, 631). oe ae 
suai fe Profound irony in locating the woman’s free will a eel 
-jmmolation is once again revealed in a verse accompanying the a Pa 
sage: “As long as the woman [as wife: stri] does not burn herself in 


That this was an alternative ideology of the graded sanctioning 
of suicide as exception, rather than its inscription as sin, was of course not © 
understood. Perhaps sati should have been read with martyrdom, with the | 
defunct husband standing in for the transcendental One; or with war, with 
the husband standing in for sovereign or state, for whose sake an intoxicating 
ideology of self-sacrifice can be mobilized. In actuality, it was categorized 
with murder, infanticide, and the lethal exposure of the very old. The du- | 
bious place of the free will of the constituted sexed subject as female was 
sucessfully effaced. There is no itinerary we can retrace here. Since the other © 
sanctioned suicides did not involve the scene of this constitution, they en-. = 
tered neither the ideological battleground at the archaic origin—the tradition © 
of the Dharmasdstra—nor the scene of the reinscription of ritual as crime— 
the British abolition. The only related transformation was Mahatma Gan © 
dhi’s reinscription of the notion of satydgraha, or hunger strike, as resist- 
ance. But this is not the place to discuss the details of that sea-change. I 
would merely invite the reader to compare the auras of widow sacrifice and 


Gandhian resistance. The root in the first part of satydgraha and sati are 
the same. 


i i hasis on free will es- 
In a further twist of the paradox, this emp 
tablishes the peculiar misfortune pane paneer ee a 
is actually burned 1s the stan w oble: 
pee ae while ‘the verb “release,” through the root for salvation in 


body. The ideological message writes ert peace ieee Leesa 
; istorian’ iration: “The Jauhar [group ~ 
century male historians admiration: a ae 
i i j t war-widows] practi vy 
of aristocratic Rajput war-widows or imminen Ee aan 
‘nut ladies of Chitor and other places for saving 
Seale atrocities at the hands of the FeO). Moslems are too well 
eed any lengthy notice” (HD V1.2, 629). : 
alas Altoush jauhar is not, strictly speaking, an act of Sati, a . 
though I do not wish to speak for the oie ee tea a 
1 ies, “ 1 male self-1 
ring male armies, “Moslem” or otherwise, en : 
ap of it is a legitimation of rape as natural” and works, in the long 


run, in the interest of unique genital possession of earnanpe hee ae 
j € 
etrated by the conquerors is a metonymic ce 5 
Sion: Just a the general law for widows was Deletes em 
act of female heroism persists among the patriotic tales told to ¢ : 


thus operating on the crudest level of ideological reproduction. It has also 


Since the beginning of the Puranic era (ca. A.D. 400), learned . 
Brahmans debated the doctrinal appropriateness of sati as of sanctioned * 
suicides in sacred places in general. (This debate still continues in an aca- = 
demic way.) Sometimes the cast provenance of the practice was in question. - 
The general law for widows, that they should observe brahmacarya, was, . 
however, hardly ever debated. It is not enough to translate brahmacarya as 
“celibacy.” It should be recognized that, of the four ages of being in Hindu » 
(or Brahmanical) regulative psychobiography, brahmacarya is the social 
practice anterior to the kinship inscription of marriage. The man—widower 
or husband—graduates through vdnaprastha (forest life) into the mature . 
celibacy and renunciation of samnydsa (laying aside).”® The woman as wife © 
is indispensable for gdrhasthya, or householdership, and may accompany 
her husband into forest life. She has no access (according to Brahmanical: 


sanction) to the final celibacy of asceticism, or samnydsa. The woman as 


widow, by the general law of sacred doctrine, must regress to an anteriority : 
transformed into stasis. The institutional evils attendant upon this law are - 


well known; I am considering its asymmetrical effect on the ideological 
formation of the sexed subject. It is thus of much greater significance that — 
there was no debate on this nonexceptional fate of widows—either among 

Hindus or between Hindus and British—than that the exceptional prescrip-- 
tion of self-immolation was actively contended.” Here the possibility of 
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i ined signifier, in acting 

emendous role, precisely as an overdetermine ; 

parses communalism. Soe aetitn the eres eae mee 
‘ttion of the sexed subject is hidden by foregrounding the View 

of sali, The task of recovering a (sexually) subaltern subject is lost in an 

instituti tuality at the archaic origin. ; 

ee cunoned above, when the status of the legal nea 

property-holder could be temporarily bestowed on the female relict, ae : 
immolation of widows was stringently enforced. Raghunandana, the 


ana 


deceased husband by marrying his widow.” 

If P. V. Kane is the authority on the history of the Dharmasastra, 
Mulla’s Principles of Hindu Law is the practical guide. It is part of the 
historical text of what Freud calls “kettle logic” that we are unraveling here, 
that Mulla’s textbook adduces, just as definitively, that the Re-Vedic verse 
under consideration was proof that “remarriage of widows and divorce are 
recognized in some of the old texts.”*! 

One cannot help but wonder about the role of the word yoni. In 
context, with the localizing adverb agré (in front), the word means “dwelling- 


place.” But that does not efface its primary sense of “genital” (not yet per- — 


haps specifically female genital). How can we take as the authority for the 
choice of a widow’s self-immolation a passage celebrating the entry of adorned 
wives into a dwelling place invoked on this occasion by its yoni-name, so 
that the extracontextual icon is almost one of entry into civic production 
or birth? Paradoxically, the imagic relationship of vagina and fire lends a 
kind of strength to the authority-claim.* This paradox is strengthened by 
Raghunandana’s modification of the verse so as to read, “Let them first 
ascend the fluid abode [or origin, with, of course, the yoni-name—a rdhantu 
jalayonimagné}, O fire [or of fire].” Why should one accept that this “prob- 
ably mean{s] ‘may fire be to them as cool as water’” (HD IL.2, 634)? The 
fluid genital of fire, a corrupt phrasing, might figure a sexual indeterminancy 
providing a simulacrum for the intellectual indeterminacy of tattvajndna 
(truth-knowledge). 


I have written above of a constructed counternarrative of wom- 


an’s consciousness, thus woman’s being, thus woman’s being good, thus the 


fifteenth-/sixteenth-century legalist whose interpretations are supposed to 
lend the greatest authority to such enforcement, takes as his text a curious 
passage from the Rg-Veda, the most ancient of the Hindu sacred texts, the 
first of the Srutis. In doing so, he is following a centuries-old tradition, 
commemorating a peculiar and transparent misreading at the very place of 
sanction. Here is the verse outlining certain steps within the rites for the 
dead. Even at a simple reading it is clear that it is “not addressed to widows 
at all, but to ladies of the deceased man’s household whose husbands were 
living.” Why then was it taken as authoritative? This, the unemphatic trans- 
position of the dead for the living husband, is a different order of mystery 
at the archaic origin from the ones we have been discussing: “Let these 
whose husbands are worthy and are living enter the house with clarified | 
butter in their eyes. Let these wives first step into the house, tearless, healthy, . 1 
and well adorned” (HD II.2, 634). But this crucial transposition is not the 
only mistake here. The authority is lodged in a disputed passage and an 
alternate reading. In the second line, here translated “Let these wives first 
step into the house,” the word for first is agré. Some have read it as agné, 
“O fire.” As Kane makes clear, however, “even without this change Apararka 
and others rely for the practice of Sati on this verse” (HD IV.2, 199). Here 
is another screen around one origin of the history of the subaltern female 
subject. Is it a historical oneirocritique that one should perform on a state- 
ment such as: “Therefore it must be admitted that either the MSS are corrupt 
or Raghunandana committed an innocent slip” (HD 11.2, 634)? It should 
be mentioned that the rest of the poem is either about that general law of 
brahmacarya-in-stasis for widows, to which sati is an exception, or about 
niyoga—“appointing a brother or any near kinsman to raise up issue to a 
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| good woman’s desire, thus woman’s desire. This slippage can be seen in the 
4 facture inscribed in the very word sati, the feminine form of sat. Sat tran- 
% sends any gender-specific notion of masculinity and moves up not only 
into human but spiritual universality. It is the present participle of the verb 
- “49 be” and as such means not only being but the True, the Good, the Right. 
In the sacred texts it is essence, universal spirit. Even as a prefix it indicates 
appropriate, felicitous, fit. It is noble enough to have entered the most priv- 
ileged discourse of modern Western philosophy: Heidegger s meditation on 
Being.” Sati, the feminine of this word, simply means “good wife. 


It is now time to disclose that sati or suttee as the proper name 


© of the rite of widow self-immolation commemorates a grammatical error 
on the part of the British, quite as the nomenclature “American Indian 
commemorates a factual error on the part of Columbus. The word in the 
4 various Indian languages is “the burning of the sat’ or the good wife, who 
thus escapes the regressive stasis of the widow in brahmacrya. This ex- 
emplifies the race-class-gender overdeterminations of the situation. It can 
perhaps be caught even when it is flattened out: white men, seeking to save 
brown women from brown men, impose upon those women a greater ide- 
ological constriction by absolutely identifying, 
pataeiengod with self-immolation on the busband’s pyre. On the other 
& side of thus constituting the object, the abolition (or removal) of which will 
4 provide the occasion for establishing a good, as distinguished from merely 
= civil, society, is the Hindu manipulation of female subject-constitution which 
Ihave tried to discuss. 


within discursive practice, 


(I have already mentioned Edward Thompson’s Suitee, published 


+ in 1928. Icannot do justice here to this perfect specimen of the justification 
; of imperialism as a civilizing mission. Nowhere in his book, written by 


someone who avowedly “loves India,” is there any questioning of the “ben- 
eficial ruthlessness” of the British in India as motivated by territorial ¢x- 
pansionism or management of industrial capital.** The problem with his 
book is, indeed, a problem of representation, the construction of a contin- 
uous and homogeneous “India” in terms of heads of state and British ad- 
ministrators, from the perspective of “a man of good sense” who would be 
the transparent voice of reasonable humanity. “India” can then be repre- 
sented, in the other sense, by its imperial masters. The reason for referring 
to suttee here is Thompson’s finessing of the word sati as “faithful in the 
very first sentence of his book, an inaccurate translation which is nonetheless 
an English permit for the insertion of the female subject into twentieth- 
iscourse.®* 
ee Consider Thompson’s praise for General Charles Hervey’s ap- 
preciation of the problem of sati: “Hervey has a passage which brings out 
the pity of a system which looked only for prettiness and constancy 1n 
woman. He obtained the names of satis who had died on the pyres of Bikanir 
Rajas; they were such names as. ‘Ray Queen, Sun-ray, Love’s Delight, Gar- 
land, Virtue Found, Echo, Soft Eye, Comfort, Moonbeam, Love-lorn, Dear 
Heart, Eye-play, Arbour-born, Smile, Love-bud, Glad Omen, Mist-clad, or 
Cloud-sprung—the last a favourite name.’ ” Once again, Imposing the upper- 
class Victorian’s typical demands upon “his woman” (his preferred phrase), 
Thompson appropriates the Hindu woman as his to save against the ae 
tem.” Bikaner is in Rajasthan; and any discussion of widow-burnings © 


Rajasthan, especially within the ruling class, was intimately linked to the _ 


positive or negative construction of Hindu (or Aryan) communalism. 


A look at the pathetically misspelled names of the satis of the - 


artisanal, peasant, village-priestly, moneylender, clerical, and comparable 


social groups in Bengal, where satis were most common, would not have’ 


yielded such a harvest (Thompson’s preferred adjective for Bengalis is “im- 
becilic”). Or perhaps it would. There is no more dangerous pastime thar 


transposing proper names into common nouns, translating them, and using © 
them as sociological evidence. I attempted to reconstruct the names on that 


list and began to feel Hervey-Thompson’s arrogance. What, for instance, 


might “Comfort” have been? Was it “Shanti”? Readers are reminded of the | 


last line of T. S. Eliot’s Waste Land. There the word bears the mark of one 
kind of stereotyping of India—the grandeur of the ecumenical Upanishads. 
Or was it “Swasti’? Readers are reminded of the swastika, the Brahmanic 


ritual mark of domestic comfort (as in “God Bless Our Home’’) stereotyped. 
into a criminal parody of Aryan hegemony. Between these two appropria- ' 
tions, where is our pretty and constant burnt widow? The aura of the names - 
owes more to writers like Edward FitzGerald, the “translator” of the Re: 


bayyat of Omar Khayyam who helped to construct a certain picture of the 


Oriental woman through the supposed “objectivity” of translation, than to “ 
sociological exactitude. (Said’s Orientalism, 1978, remains the authoritative - 
text here.) By this sort of reckoning, the translated proper names of a random - 


collection of contemporary French philosophers or boards of directors of 
prestigious southern U.S. corporations would give evidence of a ferocious 
investment in an archangelic and hagiocentric theocracy. Such sleights of 


pen can be perpetuated on “common nouns” as well, but the proper name. 
is most susceptible to the trick. And it is the British trick with sati that we 


are discussing. After such a taming of the subject, Thompson can write, 
under the heading “The Psychology of the ‘Sati’,” “I had intended to try 
to examine this; but the truth is, it has ceased to seem a puzzle to me.”* 

Between patriarchy and imperialism, subject-constitution and 
object-formation, the figure of the woman disappears, not into a pristine 
nothingness, but into a violent shuttling which is the displaced figuration 
of the “third-world woman” caught between tradition and modernization. 


These considerations would revise every detail of judgments that seem valid es 
for a history of sexuality in the West: “Such would be the property of 2 - 


repression, that which distinguishes it from the prohibitions maintained by 


simple penal law: repression functions weil as a sentence to disappear, but - 
also as an injunction to silence, affirmation of non-existence; and conse 
quently states that of all this there is nothing to say, to see, to know.”®” The 
case of suttee as exemplum of the woman-in-imperialism would challenge 
and deconstruct this opposition between subject (law) and object-of-know! . 


edge (repression) and mark the place of “disappearance” with something 


other than silence and nonexistence, a violent aporia between subject and 


object status. : 
Sati as a woman’s proper name is in fairly widespread use in 


India today. Naming a female infant “a good wife” has its own proleptic 


irony, and the irony is all the greater because this sense of the common. 
noun is not the primary operator in the proper name.* Behind the naming 


of the infant is the Sati of Hindu mythology, Durga in her manifestation — 


as a good wife. In part of the story, Sati—she is already called that—arrives 
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at her father’s court uninvited, in the absence, even, of an invitation for 
her divine husband Siva. Her father starts to abuse Siva and Sati dies in 
pain. Siva arrives in a fury and dances over the universe with Sati’s corpse 
on his shoulder. Visnu dismembers her body and bits are strewn over the 
tarth. Around each such relic bit is a great place of pilgrimage. 
Figures like the goddess Athena—“father’s daughters self-pro- 


‘fessedly uncontaminated by the womb’’—are useful for establishing women’s 


ideological self-debasement, which is to be distinguished from a deconstruc- 
tive attitude toward the essentialist subject. The story of the mythic Sati, 
reversing every narrateme of the rite, performs a similar function: the living 
husband avenges the wife’s death, a transaction between great male gods 
fulfills the destruction of the female body and thus inscribes the earth as 
sacred geography. To see this as proof of the feminism of classical Hinduism 
or of Indian culture as goddess-centered and therefore feminist is as ideo- 
logically contaminated by nativism or reverse ethnocentrism as it was im- 
perialist to erase the image of the luminous fighting Mother Durga and invest 
the proper noun Sati with no significance other than the ritual burning of 
the helpless widow as sacrificial offering who can then be saved. There 1s 
no space from which the sexed subaltern subject can speak. 

If the oppressed under socialized capital have no necessarily un- 
mediated access to “correct” resistance, can the ideology of sati, coming 


~ from the history of the periphery, be sublated into any model of interven- 


tionist practice? Since this essay operates on the notion that all such clear- 
cut nostalgias for lost origins are suspect, especially as grounds for coun- 
tethegemonic ideological production, I must proceed by way of an exam- 
s ” . . 
(The example I offer here is not a plea for some violent Hindu 
sisterhood of self-destruction. The definition of the British Indian as Hindu 
in Hindu law is one of the marks of the ideological war of the British against 
the Islamic Mughal rulers of India; a significant skirmish in that as yet 
unfinished war was the division of the subcontinent. Moreover, in my view, 
individual examples of this sort are tragic failures as models of interven- 
tionist practice, since I question the production of models as such. On the 
other hand, as objects of discourse analysis for the non-self-abdicating in- 
tellectual, they can illuminate a section of the social text, in however hap- 
hazard a way.) 
A young woman of sixteen or seventeen, Bhuvaneswarl Bhaduri, 
hanged heself in her father’s modest apartment in North Calcutta in 1926. 
The suicide was a puzzle since, as Bhuvaneswari was menstruating at the 


time, it was clearly not a case of illicit pregnancy. Nearly a decade later, it 


was discovered that she was a member of one of the many groups involved 
in the armed struggle for Indian independence. She had finally been en- 
trusted with a political assassination. Unable to confront the task and yet 
aware of the practical need for trust, she killed herself. 
Bhuvaneswari had known that her death would be diagnosed as 
the outcome of illegitimate passion. She had therefore waited for the onset 
of menstruation. While waiting, Bhuvanesari, the brahmacarini who was 
no doubt looking forward to good wifehood, perhaps rewrote the social text 
of sati-suicide in an interventionist way. (One tentative explanation of her 
inexplicable act had been a possible melancholia brought on by her brother- 
in-law’s repeated taunts that she was too old to be not-yet-a-wife.) She gen- 
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It is important to note that the greatest “‘influence’’ of Western European 
intellectuals upon U.S. professors and students happens through collections of essays rather 
than long books in translation. And, in those collections, it is understandably the more topical 
pieces that gain a greater currency. (Derrida’s ‘Structure, Sign, and Play’’ is a case in point.) 
From the perspective of theoretical production and ideological reproduction, therefore, the 
conversation under consideration has not necessarily been superseded. 


oan the sanctioned motive for female sui 
to displace (not merely deny), in the physiological inscription of her body, 


There is an implicit reference here to the post-1968 wave of Maoism in France. See Michel 
Foucault, ‘On Popular Justice: A Discussion with Maoists," Power/Knowledge: Selected 
Interviews and Other Writings 1972-77, trans. Colin Gordon et al. (New York: Pantheon), 
p. 134 (hereafter cited as PK). Explication of the reference strengthens my point by laying 
bare the mechanics of appropriation. The status of China in this discussion is exemplary. If 
Foucault persistently clears himself by saying “| know nothing about China,”’ his interlocutors 
show toward China what Derrida calls the ‘Chinese prejudice.”’ 


This is part of a much broader symptom, as Eric Wolf discusses in Europe and the People 
without History (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982). 


phatic, ad ec ading, Bhuvaneswari Bhaduri’s suicide is an unem 
eethe i ile subaltern rewriting of the social text of sati-suicide as much 

hegemonic account of the blazing, fighting, familial Durga 
Walter Benjamin, Charles Baudelaire: A Lyric Poet in the Era of High Capitalism, trans. Harry 
Zohn (London: Verso, 1983), p. 12. 


Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. Richard 
Hurley et al. (New York: Viking Press, 1977), p. 26. 


The exchange with Jacques-Alain Miller in PK (‘“The Confession of the Flesh’’) is revealing 
in this respect. 


I know of Bhuvaneswari’s life an 
huv. and death thr i 
nections. Before Investigating them more thoroughly, lata Be 


woman, a phi ae : 
, a philosopher and Sanskritist whose early intel Althusser, Lenin and Philosophy, pp. 132-33 


For one example among many see PK, p. 98. 


It is not surprising, then, that Foucault's work, early and late, is supported by too simple a 
notion of repression. Here the antagonist is Freud, not Marx. ‘'! have the impression that 
(the notion of repression} is wholly inadequate to the analysis of the mechanisms and effects 
of power that it is so pervasively used to characterize today (PK, 92)."’ The delicacy and 
subtlety of Freud’s suggestion—that under repression the phenomenal identity of affects is 
indeterminate because something unpleasant can be desired as pleasure, thus radically rein- 
scribing the relationship between desire and ‘‘interest'’—seems quite deflated here. For an 
elaboration of this notion of repression, see Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri 
Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976), p. 88f. (hereafter 
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"2 Althusser's version of this particular situation may be too schematic, but it nevertheless seems 


more careful in its program than the argument under study. ‘’Class instinct,’’ Althusser writes, 
“is subjective and spontaneous. Class positionis objective and rational. To arrive at proletarian 
class positions, the class instinct of proletarians only needs to be educated; the class instinct 
of the petty bourgeoisie, and hence of intellectuals, has, on the contrary, to be revolutionized’ 
(Lenin and Philosophy, p. 13). : 


Foucault’s subsequent explanation (PK, 145) of this Deleuzian statement comes closer to 
Derrida’s notion that theory cannot be an exhaustive taxonomy and is always formed by 
practice. 


Cf. the surprisingly uncritical notions of representation entertained in PK, pp. 141, 188. My 
remarks concluding this paragraph, criticizing intellectuals’ representations of subaltern groups, 
should be rigorously distinguished from a coalition politics that takes into account its framing 
within socialized capital and unites people not because they are oppressed but because they 
are exploited. This model works best within a parliamentary democracy, where representation — 
is not only not banished but elaborately staged. 


Karl Marx, Surveys from Exile, trans. David Fernbach (New York: Vintage Books, 1974), p. 
239. 


Karl Marx, Captial: A Critique of Political Economy, vol. 1, trans. Ben Fowkes (New York: 
Vantage Books, 1977), p. 254. 
Marx, Capital, |, p. 302. 


See the excellent short definition and discussion of common sense in Errol Lawrence, ‘Just 
Plain Common Sense: The ‘Roots’ of Racism," in Hazel V. Carby et al., The Empire Strikes 
Back: Race and Racism in 70s Britain (London: Hutchinson, 1982}, p. 48. 


“Use value’ in Marx can be shown to be a ‘theoretical fiction’’—as much of a potential 
oxymoron as ‘‘natural exchange.’’ | have attempted to develop this in ‘Scattered Specu- 
lations on the Question of Value,’’ a manuscript under consideration by Diacritics. 
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Derrida’s “‘Linguistic Circle of Geneva,” especially p. 143f., can provide a method for 
sessing the irreducible place of the family in Marx's morphology of ciass formation. In Mages: 
of Philosophy, trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982). ; 


Mam, Capital, |, p. 128. 


| am aware that the relationship between Marxism and neo-Kantianism iS a politically fraug¢ 
One. | do not myself see how a continuous line can be established between Man's owt 
texts and the Kantian ethical moment. It does seem to me, however, that Marx's quesuoemg.: 
of the individual as agent of history should be read in the context of the breaking up of # 
individual subject inaugurated by Kant’s critique of Descartes. 


Karl Marx, Grundrisse: Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy, trans. Martin Nicola: 
(New York: Viking Press, 1973), pp. 162-63. 


Edward W. Said, The World, the Text, the Critic (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 198%: 
p. 243, 


Paul Bové, ‘Intellectuals at War: Michel Foucault 
36/37 (1983), p. 44. 


Carby, Empire, p. 34. 


and the Analysis of Power,’ Sub-Stancs. 


This argument is developed further in Spivak, ‘’Scattered Speculations.’” Once again, te 
Anti-Oedipus did not ignere the economic text, although the treatment was perhaps sar 
allegorical. In this respect, the move from schizo- to rhyzo-analysis in Mille plateaux (Pes 
Seuil, 1980) has not been salutary. : 


See Michel Foucault, Madness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reasar, 
trans. Richard Howard (New York: Pantheon Books, 1965), pp. 251, 262, 269. : 


Although | consider Fredric Jameson’s Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbaiee: 
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history, that the doctrine of a political unconscious finds its function and its necessity” {@ 
20). 


Among many available books, | cite Bruse Tiebout McCully, English Education and the Ongirs 
of Indian Nationalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1940). 


Thomas Babington Macaulay, Speeches by Lord Macaulay: With His Minute on Indian 
ucation, ed. G. M. Young (Oxford: Oxford University Press, AMS Edition, 1979), p. 359. 


Keith, one of the compilers of the Vedic Index, author of Sanskrit Drama in Its Origin, De- 
velopment, Theory, and Practice, and the learned editor of the Krsnayajurveda for Harvard 
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of British Colonial Policy (1763 to 1937), of International Affairs (1918 to 1937), and of ite 
British Dominions (1918 to 19314 ). He wrote books on the sovereignty of British dominions 
and on the theory of state succession, with special reference to English and colonia! law. 
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Edward Thompson, Suttee: A Historical and Philosophical Enquiry into the Hindu Rite a. 
Widow-Burning (London: George Allen and Unwin, 1928), pp. 130, 47. 


Holograph letter (from G. A. Jacob to an unnamed correspondent) attached to inside front 
cover of the Sterling Memorial Library (Yale University) copy of Colonel G. A. Jacob, ed., The 
Mahanarayana-Upanishad of the Atharva-Veda with the Dipika of Narayana (Bombay: Gow 
ernment Central Books Department, 1888); italics mine. The dark invocation of the dangers 
of this learning by way of anonymous aberrants consolidates the asymmetry. 


| have discussed this issue in greater detail with reference to Julia Kristeva’s About Chinese 
Wornen, trans. Anita Barrows (London: Marion Boyars, 1977), in ‘French Feminism in at 
International Frame,’’ Yale French Studies, 62 (1981). 


Antonio Gramsci, ‘Some Aspects of the Southern Question,"’ Selections from Political Wate 
ing: 1921-1926, trans. Quintin Hoare (New York: International Publishers, 1978). am using ~ 
“allegory of reading’ in the sense developed by Paul de Man, Allegories of Reading: Figura! 


Language in Rousseau, Nietzsche, Rilke, and Proust (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1979). 


Their publications are: Subaltern Studies |: Writing on South Asian History and Society, ed. - 
Ranajit Guha (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1982}; Subaltern Studies If: Writings on South 
Asian History and Society, ed. Ranajit Guha (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1983}: and Ranajt 
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Guha, Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgency in Colonial India (Delni: Oxfor i 
Press, 1983}. . 
Edward W. Said, ‘Permission to Narrate,"” London Review of Books (Feb. 16, 1984). 


Guha, Studies, |, p. 1. 


Guha, Studies, |, p. 4. . . 
Jacques Derrida, “The Double Session,’ Dissemination, trans. Barbara Johnson (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1981). ; 

Guha, Studies, |, p. 8 (all but the first set of italics are the author's). 
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Ajit K. Chaudhury, “‘New Wave Social Science, Frontier, 16-24 (Jan. 28, 1984), p 
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structuralist theory of the subject, the ‘‘Asiatic’’ mode of production, in its guise of “orem: 
despotism” as the concomitant state formation, still serves. {t also plays a significant rez 
the transmogrified mode of production narrative in Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus.’ 
the Soviet debate, at a far remove, indeed, from these contemporary theoretical prs 
the doctrinal sufficiency of the “‘Asiatic’’ mode of production was most often doubtet 
producing for it various versions and nomenclatures of feudal, slave, and communal modes: 
of production. (The debate is presented in detail in Stephen F. Dunn, The Fall and 
the Asiatic Mode of Production [London: Routledge, 1982].) It would be interesting to rai 
this to the repression of the imperialist ‘‘moment’’ in most debates over the transition Bae; 
feudalism to capitalism that have jong exercised the Western Left. What is more imporae: 
here is that an observation such as Chinchilla’s represents a widespread hierarchization wa: 
third-world feminism {rather than Western Marxism), which situates it within the long-stane: 
traffic with the imperialist concept-metaphor ‘‘Asia.”’ : 
| should add that | have not yet read Madhu Kishwar and Ruth Vanita, ec. 
In Search of Answers: Indian Women’s Voices from Manushi (London: Zed Books, 1984. 


Jonathan Culler, On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after Structuralism (Ithaca: Come 
University Press, 1982), p. 48. 


Elizabeth Fox-Genovese, ‘Placing Woman's History in History,’’ New Left Review, 133 (ae 
June 1982), p. 21. i 


{ have attempted to develop this idea in a somewhat autobiographical way in “Finding Fete 
inist Readings: Dante-Yeats,”’ in fra Konigsberg, ed., American Criticism in the Posts®s 
turalist Age (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1981). 


Sarah Kofman, L’énigme de la femme: La femme dans les textes de Freud (Paris: Gaitbé 
1980). 


Sigmund Freud, “’ ‘A Child Is Being Beaten’: A Contribution to the Study of the Orgr 
Sexual! Perversions,’’ The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of Sight. 
Freud, trans. James Strachey et al. (London: Hogarth Press, 1955), vol. 17. 


Freud, “’’Wild’ Psycho-Analysis,’” Standard Edition, vol. 11. 
Freud, ‘’’A Child Is Being Beaten’,”’ p. 188. 


For a brilliant account of how the ‘’reality’’ of widow-sacrifice was constituted or “textusiand! 
during the colonial period, see Lata Mani, ‘The Production of Colonial Discourse: Sat 
Early Nineteenth Century Bengal’ (masters thesis, University of California at Santa Ok 
1983). | profited from discussions with Ms. Mani at the inception of this project. 


J.D. M. Derrett, Hindu Law Past and Present: Being an Account of the Controversy Wit 
Preceded the Enactment of the Hindu Code, and Text of the Code as Enacted, and Som 
Comments Thereon (Calcutta: A. Mukherjee and Co., 1957), p. 46. 


Ashis Nandy, ‘Sati: A Ninteenth Century Tale of Women, Violence and Protest,’” Rammatut 
Roy and the Process of Modernization in India, ed. V. C. Joshi (Dethi: Vikas Publishing Houst. 
1975), p. 68. 


The following account leans heavily on Pandurang Vaman Kane, History of the Dharmasasty. 
(Poona: Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 1963) (hereafter cited as HD, with vokxme: 
part, and page numbers). 


Upendra Thakur, The History of Suicide in India: An Introduction (Delhi: Munshi Ram Maratse: 
Lal, 1963), p. 9, has a useful list of Sanskrit primary sources on sacred places. This labore. 
decent book betrays all the signs of the schizophrenia of the colonial subject, such as Sow: 
geois nationalism, patriarchal communalism, and an ‘‘enlignhtened reasonableness.” 


Nandy, ‘’Sati.”” 
Jean-Francois Lyotard, Le différend (Paris: Minuit, 1984}. 


HD, t1.2, p. 633. There are suggestions that this ‘prescribed penance’’ was far exceeds, 
by social practice. In the passage below, published in 1938, notice the Hindu pai 
assumptions about the freedom of female will at work in phrases like ‘‘courage”’ and “syerg# 
of character.’’ The unexamined presuppositions of the passage might be that the compan: 
objectification of the widow-concubine was just punishment for abdication of the night x: 
courage, signifying subject status: “Some widows, however, had not the courage t % 
through the fiery ordeal; nor had they sufficient strength of mind and character to live ute 
the high ascetic ideal prescribed for them {brahmacarya]. it is sad to record that they we#. 
driven to lead the life of a concubine or avarudda stri [incarcerated wife}."’ A. S. Altekar, Pit: 
Position of Women in Hindu Civilization: From Prehistoric Times to the Present Day (Dem 
Motilal Banarsidass, 1938), p. 156. 


Quoted in Sena, @rhat-Banga, |, pp. 913-14. 


Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak 
Here, as well as for the Brahman debate over sati, see Mani, ‘‘Production,’’ pp. 71f. 


We are speaking here of the regulative norms of Brahmanism, rather than “‘things as they 
were.”’ See Robert Lingat, The Classical Law of india, trans. J. D. M. Derrett (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1973), p. 46. 


Both the vestigial possibility of widow remarriage in ancient India and the legal institution of 
widow remarriage in 1856 are transactions among men. Widow remarriage is very much an 
exception, perhaps because it left the program of subject-formation untouched. In all the 
“lore” of widow remarriage, it is the father and the husband who are applauded for their 
reformist courage and selflessness. 


Sir Monier Monier-Williams, Sanskrit-English Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1899), p. 
552. Historians are often impatient if modernists seem to be attempting to import “‘femin- 
istic’ judgments into ancient patriarchies. The real question is, of course, why structures of 
patriarchal domination should be unquestioningly recorded. Historica! sanctions for collective 
action toward social justice can only be developed if people outside of the discipline question 
standards of ‘‘objectivity’’ preserved as such by the hegemonic tradition. It does not seem 
inappropriate to notice that so ‘‘objective’’ an instrument as a dictionary can use the deeply 
sexist-partisan explanatory expression: ‘‘raise up issue to a deceased husband’! 


Sunderlal T. Desai, Mulla: Principles of Hindu Law (Bombay: N. M. Tripathi, 1982), p. 184. 


lam grateful to Professor Alison Finley of Trinity College (Hartford, Conn.) for discussing the 
passage with me. Professor Finley is an expert on the Ag-Veda. | hasten to add that she 
would find my readings as irresponsibly "‘literary-critical’’ as the ancient historian would find 
it “modernist” (see note 80). 


Martin Heidegger, An Introduction to Metaphysics, trans. Ralph Manheim (New York: Dou- 
bieday Anchor, 1961), p. 58. 


Thompson, Suttee, p. 37. 


Thompson, Suttee, p. 15. For the status of the proper name as ‘’mark,’’ see Derrida, “Taking 
Chances.” 


Thompson, Suttee, p. 137. 


Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: Vintage Books, 
1980), vol. 1, p. 4. 


The fact that the word was also used as a form of address for a well-born woman (“‘lady’’) 
complicates matters. 


It should be remembered that this account does not exhaust her many manifestations within 
the pantheon. 


A position against nostalgia as a basis of counterhegemonic ideological production does not 
endorse its negative use. Within the complexity of contemporary political economy, it would, 
for example, be highly questionable to urge that the current Indian working-class crime of 
burning brides who bring insufficient dowries and of subsequently disguising the murder as 
suicide is either a use or abuse of the tradition of satisuicide. The most that can be claimed 
is that it is a displacement on a chain of semiosis with the female subject as signifier, which 
would lead us back into the narrative we have been unraveling. Clearly, one must work to 
stop the crime of bride burning in every way. If, however, that work is accomplished by 
unexamined nostalgia or its opposite, it will assist actively in the substitution of race/ethnos 
or sheer genitalism as a signifier in the place of the female subject. 


' had not read Peter Dews, ‘‘Power and Subjectivity in Foucault,’ New Left Review, 144 
(1984), until | finished this essay. | look forward to his book on the same topic. There are 
many points in common between his critique and mine. However, as far as | can tell from 
the brief essay, he writes from a perspective uncritical of critica! theory and the intersubjective 
norm that can all too easily exchange “‘individua!’’ for ‘‘subject’’ in its situating of the ‘‘ep- 
istemic subject.’’ Dews’s reading of the connection between ‘Marxist tradition’’ and the 
“autonomous subject’’ is not mine. Further, his account of “‘the impasse of the second 
phase of poststructuralism as a whole”’ is vitiated by his nonconsideration of Derrida, who 
has been against the privileging of language from his earliest work, the ‘‘Introduction’’ in 
Edmund Husserl, The Origin of Geometry, trans. John Leavy (Stony Brook, N.Y.: Nicolas 
Hays, 1978). What sets his excellent analysis quite apart from my concerns is, of course. . 
that the Subject within whose History he places Foucault's work is the Subject of the European 
tradition (pp. 87, 94). 
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diminished expectations’ of social democracy, neo-corporatism and 
social partnership, is the construction at the national level of what 
Streeck (1996, p. 311) terms ‘coalitions to modernize’ the national 
economy, with all other political objectives subordinate to that of 
increasing national competitiveness. 


Post-social democratic coalition building can draw on the institutionalism 
and economic nationalism of labour movements prevented from acting at 
the supranational level by lack of state capacity and employer interlocutors. 
It may also count on the employers, whose main interest is to forestall 
supranational state formation and economic intervention; who therefore 
benefit from labour being contained in national political circuits; and who 
can be certain that, in the face of external competitive pressures and because 
of their capacity to exit, they will be the alliance’s senior partners, Finally, 
national governments can hope to increase their support from both business 
and labour for defending joint national interests in the international arena, 
thereby defending their own legitimacy as well as and further reinforcing the 
national organization of politics and the intergovernmental character of 
international economic governance. (Streeck 1996a: 311) 


Despite their obvious differences, these two governmental responses 
are by no means mutually exclusive. For one thing, it is still the case 
that the globalization hypothesis provides a discursive framework in 
relation to which both sets of policies are pursued. As Streeck has 
argued in another context, the globalization hypothesis ‘discriminates 
against modes of economic governance that require public intervention 

. it favours national systems like those in the United States and 
Britain that historically relied less on public—political and more on 
private—contractual economic governance’ (quoted in Milner 1996). 
To this extent, it comes as no surprise to learn that the competitive 
coalition-building model is in many respects as dependent on the 
voluntarism of the marketplace as the neo-liberal deregulation model. 

Under both, national governments refrain from imposing obligations 
on market participants, especially business, as much as possible, either 
because they believe that market intervention is by its very nature 
dysfunctional, or because they are legally obliged by international treaty 
to restrict such public intervention to the creation of incentives and 
the removal of deterrents for mobile investors. At the same time, 
nationally based democracy in both models is constrained by a pre- 
sumed need not only to respond to competitive pressures before 
responding to citizen’s democratic demands ~ or to interpret the latter 
in terms of a technically correct response to the former — but also to 
make sure that it stays within the boundaries of the rules and regula- 
tions imposed on national economic decision-making by intergovern- 
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mental agreement. As constraints on national economic intervention 
become more severe, ‘national governments . .. become dependent on 
the voluntarism of the market-place, having lost recourse to the “hard law” 
that used to be the main tool of state interventionism in the past’ 
(Streeck 1996b, p. 311). 

While the main tenets of this discourse of economic globalization 
have been subject to extensive and largely convincing critique, import- 
ant economic and political decisions continue to be taken in their 
name. The effect of this is to make the system of international econ- 
omic governance that is developing ~ one dominated, in Streeck’s 
terms, by ‘the voluntarism of the marketplace’ — increasingly difficult 
to buck. Far from increasing the likelihood of an alternative system of 
governance emerging, one capable of civilizing and domesticating 
rampant market forces, current developments seem to be effectively 
negating this possibility. The danger, as Stuart Hall (1997b) has indi- 
cated on a number of occasions, is that what we’ve got is what we may 
be stuck with for the foreseeable future and that this is far less than is 
needed to ensure that contemporary economies are viable social as well 
as economic entities. 


Notes 


1. In sociology and cultural studies, as Doreen Massey (1996: 8) has argued, 
the most characteristic presence of this discourse is as an iconic summary of 
‘economic globalization’ in the Opening paragraphs of a treatise on something 
more ‘social’ or ‘cultural’. At its worst it becomes something of a mantra: CNN, 
McDonald’s, Sony, time/space compression, local/global, information flows, 
the internet, all these characteristic names, words and phrases make an 
obligatory appearance. 

What is puzzling and disturbing about this is the ease with which scholars 
otherwise committed to various forms of contractionist analaysis grant a particu- 
lar vision of globalization the status of ‘fact’. As Massey (1996: 9) points out, it 
is almost as if the ‘economic’ has once again become the essential, if now 
largely unacknowledged, backdrop to other stories. There is, we assume, before 
going on to recount the complex results of our own researches, this sort of 
economic globalization. This is a dodgy move. Not only because it involves the 
reintroduction, by omission, of a sort of economism, but also because the 
acceptance by omission of a particlar version of economic globalization brings 
other effects in its wake. Most notably, it bestows authority and validity upon a 
vision of globalization that is not so much a description of the way things are as 
an image in which the world is being remade. 

2. The texts I draw upon and refer to here are largely Anglo-American in 
origin. However, the discourses they articulate can be observed to have struc- 
tured policy initiatives in national contexts from Canada to Australia and to 


